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| TO THE 
RIGHT HONOURABLE 


ARTHUR 


Earl of Angleſey, Lord Privy Seal, and 


one of his Majeſtys moſt Honou- 


rable Privy Council. 


My Lord, 


Hough ined es in moſt countries of 
Europe, have travelled ſucceſsfully theſe 
many years, in diſcovering the impoſiures 
of Rome, fo as it might ſeem ſufficient 
to let the world enjoy the tractates al- 

ready extant on that /ubje@; Tet the ſedulity of the 

miniſters of that Church, in propoſing Sophiſms , often, 
and long age confuted, in 4 new 405 as if they were 
new topicks , yea wnheard of demonſtrations, thereby 
to enſnare unwary Readers, doth impoſe a neceſſity up- 
on ſincere Lovers of Truth, for undeceiving the ſimple, 
to reſume old Grounds from Scripture, Antiquity, and 
reaſon 2 improved by our renouned Heroe's, This 
bad the firenger influence upon me to write theſe curſo- 
ry —— upon 4 Popiſh Pamphlet, otherwiſe 
of ſmall fignificancy becauſe ſome through a lazy humour, 
will not, others being immerſed in worldly entanglement, 
hardly can jou the large volamns of Chamier, Whit- 
taker, Calvin, Zanchius, Jewel, U ſher, Junius, Chem- 
nitius, Gerard and other 22 for the Truth; 
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yea 


The Epiſtſe p 
yea ſome are ſmitten with ſuck # fancy of Novelty, tha 
nothi — reliſʒ with them, unleſs it gaking 
rom „1er 2 31 
4 I ſhall not deny, but I was likewiſe moved with « 
juſt inte iu, fi The dpi Wy among 
Romani, many | bw , being aſſed wb inte- 
reſt , ſeem to didnt ther own-conſetefrer in obtrud. 
ing imtpoſtures on the World? Can it be ſuppoſed, that 
men of ſuch raiſed parti, and eminent learning, who can- 
vt bat be ſenſible from their omi failours, of the weak- 
mſes attending humans inte/le@s; ſhonld+ believe 
the infallibility of the Papal chair in Dogmatical — 
ont, — thoje who often ſit therein are known, neither 
to be men of greateſt learning and Picty, nor ever did 
God ſince the joundation of, the World, entail infallibil;: 
ſy on an eleũl ive ſucceſſion of perſons, chiefly when ſe. 
ular intereſts, and intrigues of Polity have the chief 
firoke in the elelion? Can they believe an univerſal Aso. 
rarchy over all frinces and CEnrches 16 be ſetled by a diz 
Vine denaticn on tht Biſhop of Rome, ſeeing Scripture 
hath no veſtige of that fifgh Monarchy, unleſs it be in the 
Apocalyptick predifions, and the Fathers of the ancient 
C ar; . not ſpared to contradi the Popes of Rome in 
their Dogmatical definitions? Can they believe the lawful- 
meſt of” Imaye=wor 8 Metuphyſſral diſtincłi- 
ont they have coyned to put a fair gloſs on the matter) it 
being ſo expreſiy probibited in the decalogue, and nopra- 
dice thereof occurring in the Chatholick Church, for three 
Ages and upwards after Chriſt, wheeof thoſe great An- 
trquaries cannot be igno/ant? Can thije great maſters of 
reaſon," believe the grodigius fgment of tranſubſtantiati- 
on, which may vye with any of the Fables of Apuleius, 
Ovid, or Xiop; and is ſp lutylently repugnant to the com- 
won ſenſe ant reaſon of all ind, that a great mam 4 
#iong themſelves. going tp Maſs; irrtportedto have been 
% ſo 


Dedicatory. 
fo ingenuoxs, as te ſay, Eamus ad communem ertorem ? 
Can they juſtifie the Lawfulneſs of half Communions , 
without fighting with their own conſciences, theſe being 
confe/ſedly oppoſite to the primitive inſtitution, and tothe 
known pradl ice, not onely of the CatholickC hurch, but alſo 
of the Rowar , for many. Ages ? who would not he mov- 
ed with indignation, that men ſbould upon deſigne, abuſe 
their parti and wit to cheat the World? I know not 
to reconcile theſe men to themſelves, unleſs it be ſuppoſed, 
that becauſe they received not the Truth in love, they are 
iven up to ſirong deluſion, and ds , iy, I grant 

llarmine, Barronius, Perron and others of that Cabal 
have ſaid much for an ill cauſe. They have indeed ſhew- 
ed themſelves tg be men of great parts, but of very evil 
conſciences.They who devote their endowments to the pa- 
trociny of kereſte, wonld remember tpat errors in religion 
are ſuch creaſy and burdenſome ſuperſtrucFures, that the 
ſtrongeſt ſhoulders muſi needs ſhrink, under tl em 

My bowels in the mean time do ern toward the ſequaci- 
out muititude iu ile Roman Communion,whs in the Sim- 
plicity of their hearts ſurrender tbemſelves, to the conduct 
of ſuch teachers, How grateful is it totheſe who love eaſi e 
methods of Religion among whom are not only thoſe of the 
mearer ſort of people, but alſo many of greater qual:ty )to be 
fred from ſerious inquiries aſter divine truths, by an im: 
plicite ſubmiſſion to infallible guides? and having once in: 
t uſted their — to thoſe teachers, hom ſecure do they judg 
themſelves, being taught Ly no meaner Caſuiſt then Cardi- 
nal Tolct. bat its.not onelyſafe,but alſo meritorins to be- 
lieve the dodrines taught by their teachers though falſe on 
the matter, untill they know that the Roman Church team 
ler otherwiſe. hu theleadcrs of th:ſe deluded people 
cauſe them to err. Nor will the pretended infallibility ef 
heir teachers, be ſufficient apology for them at thegreat day. 
This ratber will le their condemnation, that upon ſuch a 


Pellu- 


Te Epiftle 
+ pellucide and improbable pretence they flonld have madt 
0 accu of thetracly infallible. Canon 7 Boly Scrip- 
ture, which God hath charged thoſe to ſearch who mould 
findeternal Life, Joh. 5.34.From this ſcarcb, notbing doth 
more detery people, then the thorny and litigious debates, 
raiſed by $6 en and Controverſiits, as if men be- 
boved turn Scepticks inveligion, if they did not implicit- 
ly intruſt the condu@ of their Faith, to a Romiſh infalli- 
1 guide. But, bleſſed be our Cod, its not a matter of ſuch 
inſuperable difficulty, to find out the truth of Religion, 
inthe holy Scripture, as they who deſign the inſlaving peos 
ples an At he pretend; If prejudices once being laid 
afede, men would apply themſelves ſincerely to the uſe of 
appointed means. For the wiſdome of God hath, with a 
rſprcwity accommodated ts the weakeſt capacities, re- 
vealed theſe things which are — to Salvation : a- 
cording to that of Hilary, In abſoluto & facili eſt Æter- 
nitas, Non per difficiles queſtiones nos ad vitam ter- 
nam vocat Deus, and 4 greater then Hilary, the A 
poitle of the Gemtiler, 2 Cor.4.3.1t our goſpel be hid, it 
is hid to them that are loſt; and a greater then both, aur 
Saviour Chriſt, Joh. 7. 17. Hany do the will of God, he 
ſhall know of the doctrine, whether it be of God. Ore 
thing I am ſure, its much more eaſie to find out the true re- 
ligion in Scripture, then by any mean: whatſoever to at- 
tain arational evidence of Papal or Council infallibili- 
#y, which yet ought to be preſuppoſed, before an implicite 
ſubmiſſion to Pope or Council. 

Among the many evils of this generation, nothing flould 
more awake the friends of Truth, zealouſly to appear for 
her intereſts, then the indifferent neutrality as to this 
or the other Religion, which ſeemes to be poſſeſſong the 
minds of many, This I conceive to be a woeful effe#, 
partly of mens irreligions praFices, and partly of the 
Sceptical Queries of Romaniits concerning the divine 

| þ Origin 
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De 
Original of the Scriptures ;, as if they wollld rather ſhaks. 
men — all Religion, then that they ſhould not av 
wp themſelves to their implicite ſuperitition. Theſe 
and (uch like accannts induced me to draw theſe lines, yet 
with areali ency whether they ſbould be publiſbed or 
not ; 4s not bting but the ſame things had been, aud 
would be treated of by athers of greater abilities, and to 
more advantage. 

Only, It may ſeems Tirauge how I of another Nas ion, ama 
living at ſo remate 4 di ſtauce, ſbould adventure upon this 
addreſs to your Lordbip i I wwit therefore bymbly crave 
leave to give an account 7 this 2 Theſe 
Papers having been carried by the hand of a ftiend into 
England; and without either my knowledge or . 
ing the good fortune to arrive at yaur Lard-ſbips hands ; 
Iwes told that your Lordſhip was pleaſed not only to coft 
a glance of your Noble eye upon them, but alſo, out of your 
fed ion to the Truths therein aſſerted, to entertain 
ſome thoig hte of cauſing print them. Upon notice hereof, 
1 refleFed on the ſaying of that learn'd and excellent 
Gentleman, Sir Charles Wolſely in his dedication to your 
Lordftip of his judicious trad ate 7 the Reaſonableneſs of 
Scripture belief, That the hazard, whereto his Papers 
were expoſed by your firſt view, would ſufficiently in- 
ure them to all future dangers. Leſt therefore, My 
Lord, I ſhould incur the hateful ſtain of ingratitude, I cans 
wot but deeply reſent that this |mall Treatiſe, hath been ho- 
noured with ſo Noble, judicious and impartial a Cenſor. 
The deference alſo I have to your Lordſhips profound 
judgment, hath animated me not alittle, to conſent with 
more freedome, to the expoſing of it to the verdits of 4 
Critical World. The Reader cannot expet# from me new 
=. Vor though the Virmoſi deſerve honour , who en- 
eichithe World, with new 5275 hic al inventions ;, yet 
new opinions in divinity ſound harſbly, and as Tertul- 
lian, 


| — »FheEplitl. 
lian »oted long ago, Quod primum, veriſſimum. Tea hardly 
can either new argument or new notion be now expetFed 
on the Popiſh e ſeeing they have been agitated 
wwards of 15 5 years,by the moſilearned heads in Europe. 
My whole deſign was to ſhew that the old grounds of our 
Divines did abundantly coufute the new c wes © perk od 
of Romiſh entiſſaries:Whevein, if in any tolerable meaſure: 
I bave anſwered my undertaking,T hope your Lordſbip will 
not be offended to have your name ſuperſcribed thereto. So 
confiding that your Generoſity will excufe this boldneſs of 
aftranger, I Hall not ceaſe to pray that grace, mercy and 
peace may be multiplyed on your noble family, and that all 
the Nobility in his Majeſties dominions, may account it 
their honour to be zeglousr for the reformed Religion 
(which, however it be*miſ-repreſented by Ronraniſts, is 
the truely Catholic faith) aud Exemplary in the pracłiſa 
of Godlineſe, Tſay no more, but ſubſcribe my ſelf. 


Abergene My Lord. 
Jun 17. | 4 
1 674» un 


»  TourLordfhips, 
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Th PREFACE. 


A D the Romiſh Mifhonaries, whoundertook the 
defence of ſeſuit Demſter, been Maſters of their 
own pathons, they would not have covered fo 

many pages in the entry of their Pamphlet, with 

a flood of ſcurtilous revilings, beſides the rivu- 
lets of the ſame ſtrain, which run a long through 
the whole Diſcourſe, Who can expect much ſolidity in the argu» 

which are uſhered in by ſuch a deſtempered Prologue? Al 
the influence this hath on me, is to exerciſe my patieucè a little, 
and to move my compaſſion the more towards the ſouls, who ſat- 
fer themſelves to be deluded by, and mancipated to thefe fiery 

zealots, the genuine brood of Igaatins Loyola, whaoſc name is ob · 

ſerved by thoſe of his own tribe, to be comeſpondent to his geui- 
us, quaſi ab igne natu/ 

I have not been Solicitous to enquire after the Author of 
that anonimous Treatiſe: I am little concerned , whether as 
ſome ſay, it were Jeſuit Con, who would Honour himſclt 
with the name of Sinclar, as the Pope called, Os Porci, 
would be named Sergins 2. as Platina writes in his life, and 
Pol. Virg· de invent. rerum lib, 4+ cap. i o. or whether, as others ſup- 
poſe, it be the whole Cabal of our trafticking Milſionaries, cal 
ling in likewiſc forraign ſupplics - their alliſtance, I (ay 1 am lit- 


- 
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— A Shrvey of Apologies 
tle n this. For all the Roman Legions cannot con- 
quer one divine erath. may think Rrangeowhy they 
vail their e 25 our regte, as 
if they did contend with the raineſt Gallants of the time. Is it 
to ſecure themſelves, from bluſing, when the fallacits of their 
ſophiſms is diſcovered ? Or to protect them from recriminati · 
ons, when they load bee voor with reproaches ? Or 
as Bell. in append. ad cantrov. de Pontif, in Reſp. ad lib. anon. Cap. 2. 
objected to t imoug Authot di an invyctive againſt the 
Pope, becauſe he that does evil hates the light? I will aſe no ex. 
orciſms to conjure this Ghoſt to declare his name, his reviling 
language diſcovers he is not deſcended from the heavenly manſi- 
ons, It he be come from Purgatory, what affigity there is be. 
twixt the djale& of that Cuantty, and of thoſe who inhabit the 
loweſt regions of hell, they who pefuſe his book may judge. 
Upon ſundry accounts I have been the leſꝭ moved with the 
canins elqutntia, the barking Rhetorick of this Romiſh Pam 
phlet. As firſt becauſe it droped from the Pen of Jeſuites, who 
are ſafficiently known to be $Killed Atchitects of lyes and Co- 
lumnies. Ask Alphonſus de Vargar, Watſon the ſculax Prieſt, and 
Montalt, all Romaniſts, if it bz not ſo? Da not Ger Hurjad:, 
Dicaſtilut, and many more Jeſuites maintain this as one of their 
famous Ciſuiſtick Doctrines, that he fins not mortally who calum ; 
niates another to detend his own honour ? Did not Albiat the 
Jeſuit affirm that he judged it lawful, /icitune exiſt im vi, to calums 
mate Putean the Capucian, becauſe he apprehended that a writing 
of Puteans did reflect upomthe order of Jzuits ? Hcreupon Mons 
zalt in epift. 15. peremptorily charges the Fathers ot that ſocicty 
nullus jam tergive-ſaudi- locus, Patrer, prorſus recuſare. nou pneſtis 
quin 'manifeſti ca\umniatores an diain, nullum vl ſupereſt perſugi · 
um, miſi ut calumniam criminum numero ſubducatis, that it, The 
Fathers of the ſociety were lo manifeſt calnmuators, that there re · 
miined no way of Apologizing tor them, but to ſtretch their 
wits to defend, that to calumniate is no an» To whom, I pray, 
does the Character which Hier»me. gave to Ruff, Apol. 3. 
contrs Ruſſinum, maledicire omnibus bone conſcientie ſignun are 
bitraris » better agree then ty Jeluites. Let it any ſhould date 
to defame them, his lite mult pay for it, if their power can 
reach him, and this alſo without fin, So mylicr1ous is the di- 
viaity of jeſuits and Jcſuited perſons, Miss, Tanner, Layman, 


j Reginald, 
"Y 


The' PREF ACE. F 
Reginaldand Leſſins, cited alſo by Moxealr, Epift. 7; 1 am theres 
fore ſo far from being troubled with Jefuitical invectives, that 
ſhou'd 1 hear well from theſe men, I ſhould be apt to ſay, as one 
in a like caſe, Quid malefeci. 

Secondly, Becauſe I have noble Fellowsſufferers,, on whom the 
unſavoury breath of Jeſuits hath blown. Have they not honour- 
ed Luther, Calvin, Bezs, and other eminent Heroes with the like 
Elogics? How hath this ſcolding Famphlcter puſhed at Holy 
Mr. Fox the induſtrious Compiler of the Book of Martyrs, acute 
Chillineworth, learned Reynolds, Whitaker, Featly, and Prideanx? 
Was not renowned Doctor Robert Barron (ot whom this Pam- 
phleter ſeetns to ſpeak with ſome reſpect, though like a Jcfuit 
with terms of diminution ) while alive, entertained with ſuch ci- 
vility, as his Brethren, by Jcluit Turnbal in his gententia Juris 7 is 
not that modeſt Soul termed by the Jeſuit cap. 1.page 10. /nfamis 
calummiator, and pag. $. a man immodeſti ſpiritns nay paz 5+ he 
ſparcs not to charge him with Cie rabie and mordendi libidoy 
4b. 2. P: 14. With vanitas, mendetinm, (tultiloquinm.z doth he not 
entitle his · cap. 3. de manifeſti: ejus mendacii t cap. 4, de ob viii ali · 
quot ejur mendaciineap. 5. de obviis aliquot eius inep tis, &c. Though 
the profound learning of the Doctor be zdmired by the world, yet 
the detracting Jefuic ſets him iucomparably below other Prote- 
ſtants, pag · 6. CeteroretLutherum, PetrumMartyrem alioſqs Te ſine 
comparatione d-Hiorer, ingtniefiores, aentiores,,&c.' The reverence 1 
have for the —— — that worthy Perſon ( in whole chair I have 
the honor to lit) ſuffers me not to engliſh theſe luperfetations of the 
Jeſuits choler. So impatient is the, Jcluitical Order of any diſcovery 
ot their impiet ies that when the learned Iſaac Caſaubon had given 
an account oſ the acceſſion of Jeſuic Garnet, and his Com plices to 
the Powder Plot, they endeavoured by their lyes and ſlandets, to 
render not only the famed Caſanbon odious to the world, bur allo 
his Father and whole Family (except his Son Feb, who urtappi- 
ly turned Romaniſt) nay ſo indilercetly zcalous were they againſt 
him, chat they declarcd him no Scholar, a fellow of no judgment, 
that he could not write Latine, or ſcarce underfiogd it, (ice Hen» 
ry Foulis Hiſtory of Romifh Treaſons, lib, 10. cap. 2. bag 699» ) 
which was enough to teſtific the truth ot all the reſt, After that 
reverend Doctor Creighton, in his Pretace to Sylveſter $guropulns 
his Hiſtory ot the Council of Florene, had given an account ol the 
tpiteſul in vectives of * \Binnins, Cardinal Barronizs, ad. d 
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Jeſuit Radenut againN Bona the renowned Patriarch of Conftan« 
tin ple, he ſubj oy ns, He riſe, bi Narcifi Icſuitiei So well known , 
are the Noſe· gayes, wherewith Perſons of that principle do pro- 
pine good men. But as it were too little for a Jeſuit to ſpit in the 
faces of the ſervants of God, is it not a great part of the work of 
this Pamphlcter, to diſgrace the Holy Scriptures as corrupt, both 
in Ociginls ani Trandations ? H: cannot fo mich as mention 
Pag. 7. that word of the Arch Angel Jude.. increpet te Domi nua 
without this blaſphemous reflaction, hat the word increpet is 
changed for imperet in our corrupt Bible. I doubt it an Arch Demon 
would have charged the Bible as corrupt; becauſe «a/lquee is ren · 
dred by inerepo. This angry Pamphleter might have learned from 
: Jcluit Lorinns in loc. — ſignifics inerepa, or which is 
much to che ſame purpoſe, additis minis impero, the like is obſer- 
ved by a Lapide in Mang. 26. and by Maldonat in Mat. 8. 26. and 
inf. 17. 18. Dath not Efthexriv Jude v. g. conſeſs that accor- 
ding to the Greek it ought to be rendered iuerepet, and that ſome 
Latine Copies have it ſo 7 Yea, he is of opinion, that the Author 
of the vulgar latine, firſt rendred it, inerepet tibi Dominns, and that 
ſome afterward, to avoid the ſoleciſm of Grammar ( tor the Au · 
thor of that Verſion had no infallible aſſiſtunce) turned inerepet to 
imperet, and fo indeed Hierom. Apol. 2. contre Rufinum, cites it 
thus, increpet tibi Dorwinus. What need I more, is not the Hee 
brew word, Zach.z+2., (to which the Arch Angel here alludes ) 
Vn which the Seventy renders in,, and the inerepet 
from the toot , which Pagnin in Epit. Theſauri layes, being 
conftrucd with 3 ſignifies inerepares to rebuke? Do not Jeluites by 
fuch practiſes, confirm the character that * of them, 
ly can a 


unſquam 4 veſtris calumniis intaſt i ſunt boni, 

Gerſon eſcape the laſh ol jeſuites unruly t Now who would 
not account himſelf honoured to be a Fellow- ſufferer with ſuch 
Worthies ? . 

But Thirdly, and finally, I am infinitely ſolaced, when I conſi- 
der that the real ground of all this obloquy, what ever Adverſe» 
ries may pretend, is, that anworthy I, have been honoured to bear 
ſume teſtimony againſt the errours of Popery, and the Perni- 
cious Cabal of ſeſuites. Who would regard their ſpiteful inve» 
Riycs, hearing that beatitude from the mouth of 1 Pen 4-4 
If ye be reproached for the name of Chriſt, bappy are ye; for the Spirit 
of Glory reſtesb on you. Excel lently Cyprian Epiſt. 535 + nee 
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10 de bent convitia perditorum homi num, quo minus a via refla & a 

certa regula non reced mus. Hierom wrote ty Auſtine Epiſt.$- when 

, he had vindicated the truth agaiſt the Pelagians, quod fignum ma- 
joris glorie eſt, omnes Heretici te deteſtantur, Its a badge of Honour, 
ſaid the Father, to be hated by Hereticks z Why not then by le- 
ſuites ? I ſhould perhaps ha ve lefs trouble, ſhould I do as Vibixs 
Criſpns« 


w—_— i 11M direxit hrachia contra. 
Torrentems 


But as that learned Gentlemen, Sir Wiliam Mice, on the Lords 
Supper, ſett,g; p+146, obſerves, he ſhould have had more Honour 
aud Conſcience had he been 


Civis qui libera poſſet 
Verba animi proferre & vitam impendere vero. 


It were here eaſie, to repell all the calumnious Criminatiens 
thrown upon me by the Cabal of Jeſuites, and to repay them with 
a volume of too too juſt recriminations, making all their Booffon- 
ries rebound on themſelves. Is not the World ringing with the 
impious Morals of the Jeſuites ? who ever take a latitude to ri- 
( vile: If, I miſtake not, it were the Jeſuites intereſts to forbear,they 

having ſo many ſores upon which their Adverſaries may grate un- 
\ leſs they think they have no reputation to loſe. But as I was not 
the eſlour in this debate, ſo neither did I undertake it for 
any perional intereſt, I have therefore. judged fit to invert a little of 
the Jeſuits method, he places his invectives in the front of his Book, 
as in ſeems, that the Patience of the Reader might be out wearied 
with that nauſcating ſtuſſe, before he came to examine the weak · 
nels of the argumentative part; but my deſign being to give a 
teſtimony to the truth, and to contribute my poor endeavours for 
cſtabliſtung Souls therein, and if it may God torecover thoſe 
that are gone aſtray, I will firſt canvaſe the Controverſies of Re 
ligion, and then take his ſpleeniſh inveRives to conſideration, in 
the mean while I only ſay, didicis ile maledicere & ego contemnere. 


N CHAP, 
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CHAP I. 


A brief Survey of the a -—_—_— empty and uaf ait ful 
Apologies for Jeſuit Demſter. 


He title of Papiſmus Lucifugur, is of hard concoction 
with the Pamphlcter, yet he is not altogether unhap- 
py in his con jecture concerning it. He lays, Pag. 8. 
I gave a ſtrong Thief à ſtrange Name, I do indeed | 
on trafficking Jcſuits as pernicious Thieves, they rob men of their 
deareſt intereſts; of their Religion, and conſequently of their Sou's 
and Salvation. Perhaps this may be one reaſon why Romiſh Ba- 
bylon, Reel. 18.14. Is ſaid to make merchandice of the Souls 
of men, The conſumptive eſtates of many families in which 
theſe men do neſt, are a ſhrewd preſumption, they pick purles 
as well as conſciences. The Epithet Lucifegur had not appear - 
ed ſo ſtrange, had he conſidered that Tertul. lib. de reſur.Carnis 
cap-47- Long ago branded Hereticks as Lucifug a Scriptur rum, 
and it may fcem ſuitable enough to Jefuit Dempſtert tertivetſing 
humour. ; f . 
The Pamphleter, pag.g. takes the boldneſs, to ſay, Thet Feſwit 
Dempſter declined not the trial of religion, by Scripture and antiquity. 
What will not an effronted Jeſuir affirm ? 1 remit him for his 
conviction to ( one place in ſtead of many Mx. Dempſters Paper. . 
pag-6o.5r. Why I pray you did he never anſwer to any teſti 
mony either of Scripture or Antiquity brought _ him ? 
What means the Rapſody of citations in this Pamphlet, but to 
make a ſeeming ſupplement of M. Dempfters detectsꝰ Why contend 
Romaniſts ſo cagerly for the nereffiry of an infallible viſible judge, 
but becauſe they dare not adventure to have the controverſies be- 
twixt them and us dicided, either by Scripture or Antiquity? 
This Pamphleter thinks to ſalve the matter with a knack of je- 
ſuitical equivocation, we decline not Scripture and Antiquity, ſaith 
he ibid, acid by Popes, Biſhops, and Prieſts in communion, 
with him; that is, they can be judged by Scripture and Antiquity 
provided they be taken in no otner ſenſe, then the Pope and 
Court o Rome are pleaſcd. As it a company of robbers would 
ſugant to a jury, but with this Pioviſo, that theu Ring leader 
were 
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were Chancellour of the Aſſixe, and had a negative upon the 
reſt, Is not this a goodly Apology, that Romaniſts awe not Lu- 


eifuei / 
* help all, he adds, That the Queſtion betwixt Mr. Dempſter, 
and me, was onely of the grounds of the Proteſtant Religion, and 
uot at all of the grounds of Popery. Grant it had been fo, yet 
had he not been a Luci ſugut, would he not have examined the 
inſtances of Scripture and Antiquity, which were brought to con- 
firm the Doctrine of Proteſtants ? Bat it would be remembred 
that Mg. Dempſter's Syltogiſm gave occaſion for an enquiry of a 
greater Latitude, viz. What the reciprocal grounds ot the true 
Religion are, and what the Religion is to which alone theſe 
grounds do agrees whether Popery, or the Religion of Prote+ 
ſtants, I pitched on Scripture and Antiquity, as the peculiar 
rounds of the true Religion, which do exactiy quadrate with 
the Reformed Religion, and not at all with Popiſh ſuperſtition. 
But Jeſuit Dempſter could never be induced either to give a ground 
of the truc Region, or to confute that aſſigned by me. If this 
be not a Laciſugm, who ever was? Whether I in giving this Ti- 
tle to theſe Papers, or the Famphleter in quarrelling at it, do 
ſtumble at the threſhold, others may judge. I am not diſpoſed to 
quarrel at the Title of his Book, $calding no Scholarſhip. I ſup. 
ſe all will give him this teſtimony (neither do I envy it) that 

hath behaved himſclt as an abler Scold than a Schohr. 

Albeit Jeſuit Demp ler, at the time of cur Eacountcr, was extol + 
led by Romaniſts as a Non-ſ#ch, yet his ſcebleneſʒ being difgover- 
ed to the world, by the publiſhing of his inlignificaat Papers. 
This Pamphleter, pag. . 10. exerciſes his wit to deviſe ſome ly · 
ing ſhifts to Apologize both for him and the Popiſh Inte teſt, as 
if 1+ 1 bad been the Aggreſſor and Provohęr. 2. He ſeems to take it ill; 
th n the verbal conference with Mr. D:mpſter, is ſaid to bave been tht 
fruit of P:piſh Co Jf alt tient. 3-H: layes, that Mr+ Dempſter was a 
man of confiſcate bealth (a noble Rhetorication ſotſooth) fir c 
nough for a civil Coaſerence, but moft unable for a clamorous Di- 
pute. 4+ That be was pitched upon onely as being next at hand. This 
bundle ot forged lyes difcovers the Pamphleter (to uſe his own 
phraſe) to be a perſon of coufiſe ate bonefty. The true account of 
that aftair I gave in the D:dicatory Epiſtle before P apiſmus Lucifu. 
gut, Which could be atteſted by per tons of unqueſtionable credit. 
Knows he not, that I can deſigu by name the perſons of the — 


miſh 


an 
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miſh Proſciſion (though upon perſonal reſpect 1 have fer them, 
I do forbear ) who did ſolemnly provoke my Reverend Colleague 
M. G. M. and me to that Debate ls it imaginable, that ſuch a ſo- 
lemn Challenge ſhould be given without previous conſultation? 
Are there to few Bigds of that Feather about this place, that 
M. Dempſter was oncly pitched upon as next at hand? Was he not 
brcuzhe from the Country upon deſign, from a Gentlemans houſe 
where he did ordinarily rcfide ? Was there not another ordinary 
Reſident in the Family where the Debate wasꝰ What M. Demſter's 
fitneſs was to manage a modeſt debate, may be judged by the 
peruſal of his Tautologizing Papers, a very anomolous motion in 
an Arguer, not a Steering tothe ſame poixt , as this Pamphletet 
would excuſe it, pag. 1 5. but a tothng in one place, very near of 
Kin to that 2 ot Arguing, which by Logicians is called 
Petitis principii. Had he been a perſon of ſuch eminent modeſty, 
and ſo averſe from clamorousdiſputes, would he in Anno 1658, 
as I take it, fo arrogantly bave ——_— miniſtery of Scot- 
land % « Vocal Deſpute, boaſting, that if be did not convince them, 
be ſhmeld be banged np preſently, dema onely, if they loft the 
Canſe, bat old be banged wp in eſigie ? Doth not ſuch a 
brawling Cha bewray à petũlent humour, and a compla- 
cency in clamorous Cavils ? But What was the Aebiller wherewith 
this inſolent Thraſo thought to have conquered the whole Church 
of Scotland? That goodly Syllogiſm ſorſooth, in his firſt Paper 
againſt me, as appears by comparing it with his ſoreſaid Paper 
or Detiance: So that this has been a long ſtudied Leſſon, where 
in our Romaniſt; ſeems no leſs to have confided, than once in the 
Invincible Spanifh Armado, for by it they thought not Pnely to 
conquer me, but the whole Church of Scotland, and as if it had 
become an ordinary pocket piſtol among them, the ſame firlt 
Cartel which M. Dempſter ſent to me, was ſent to another Mini- 
ſter in this Country, without change of one word : Yet the 
vain- glorious Icſuit, when he was put to it, could ſay nothing 
to confirm any Propoſition of that long · ſtudied Paralogiſm. 
Doth it not by this appear, that Jeſuits can raiſe Tragical Cla- 
mours upon a bable ? Nevertheleſs, I muſt do M. Dempſter right, 
it tergiverſing be Modeſty, Learning 3 Gravity, he had «ll theſe 
Endowments, iu Grads Hervico. If this be their Fabim, and old 
Warriour, as pag-2. he is called, who may not fee that Rowanifts 

now days live in fæ e Kemuli, 
Jcfuir 
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Jeſuit Dentfter being laid by with this lying Apology, now ap* 
pears this Pamphleter on the Stage, to ſupply M. Den ſter's de- 
tects, as it 


Si Pergama poſſen 
Defendi dextrd, dextrd bac difenſa fuiſſent» 


But, if I miſtake not, he has a; much need of an Apologiſt as 
M. Demſter : How comes it that he examines not the Objections 
againſt the five Baſtard Popiſh Sacraments, though that Con- 
troverſic was pitched upon by M. Demfter's own choice? How is 
it, that diſputing the great Queſtion, concerning their infallible 
viſible Judge, he over leaps moſt of the Arguments moved by 
me againſt his Infallibility ? How is it, that though he endea- 
vouts to prove, that the Popiſh Religion is the Ancient Chriſtian 
Religion, yet he anſwers nothing to ſeven inſtances I gave in 
Paper 8. pag. 169. & e. of the repugnancy of the preſent Popiſh 
Religion to che Religion of the Ancient Church Ho is it, that 
when this whole debate was occaſioned by a caſuiſtick —— of 
Repentance , and thereupon I had given a Specimen of the impi- 
ous Morals of Jeſuits, yet he ſays nothing for the vindicatian of 
them? How is it, that he does not at cleargbeir 01d, Grave, 
Learned Man, from that egregious Jeſuitical Wacy, wherewich 
I charged him, in the entry of his trft Paper ? Was he ſo afraid to 
ſtumble on the Threſhold , * he reſolved to leap over it ? Do not 
theſe things, beſides many other that might be mentioned, demon- 
ſtrate, that this Hyperaſpiſt of Jcſuit Deniſter's is ſmitten with the 
ſame tergiverſing diſeaſe? Is it not likely, that the Popiſh Party, to 
Apologize for their intereſt, ſhall the next day ſet M. Con, or 
whoever elſe had a hand in this Pamphlet, at as low a rate, as now 
they do M. Demſter. I know not to what more fitly to compare 
the Pamphleters deſultorious reflections, upon my -returns to 
M. Penner, than to a Flea leaping too and fro, 


Ai 1 fugit & ſugit receſſim, 
Et ſubſultibus binc & bine eit ati, 
Vibrat Cruſcula. 


Yet theſe, and other his omiſſions, were more caſily pardonable, 
had he behaved himſclf with ingenuity in what he has handled 3 
C 


but 
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but this enſuing Treatiſe will diſcover how deceitſully he has mi- 
ſtated wm betwixt Romaniſts and us, how injuriouſly he 
miſrepreſents Proteſtants ; how, in that Congeries of Teſtimonies 
which he has heaped up, he either miſ- cites them, or alledges 
them impertincntly, or brings them from ſpurious writings, and 
how, through all, he plays the Plagiary, from Breerly, Bell. Gordon 
of Huntly , H. T. his Manual, &. and with ſo little diſcretion, 
that he palpably diſcovers, he has never ſcen the Authors which 
he cites. He would ſcem to put on the Lyons Skin, but his Ears 
bewray what an Animal he is. Though all his Cavils have been 
often confuted by Proteſtants , yet that he diſſembles, as if his Ar» 
guments were unanſwerable Demonſtrations , and contained no 
little of his own invention: Nay, it it might not be looked upon, 
as the partial Verdict of an Adverſary , 1 could fatcly fay , that 
hardly ſhall a Popiſh Pamphlet of the like quantity be found, 
wherein there are ſo many filthy prevarications, unbeſceming 
both a Chriſtian and a Scholar. This Tractatc, I hope, may exhie 
bit a Specimen of the filth of that Augeas Stable. One advan» 
tage indeed he hath , that the Conſcicuces of their bigotted Pa- 
piſts are ſo debauched with their Implicit Faith, that as Dionyfi- 
us Flatterers are ſaid to have licked up his phlegiu with Exclama» 
tions, as if it had been Nædlar and Ambriſas 1 Kſuited Papiſts 
are ready to ſwallow down greedily the molt excrementitious 
diſcourſewhich drops from a Jcſuit. And to make all to paſs the 
more — this Pamphlcter has plaiſtcred over things with 
Drollcrics, ard affected Strains of Romautick Rhetorications, 
Pag. 32. He 1 , ar being at much paiut to ſay ne» 
thing > nullum , lays he, vidi, qui magis rperoſe mibil diceret. 1 
thought he would have excepted Jeluit Drmfter , who fo often 
tumbled over one informal Sy)logiſm , at lealt he might have ſpa- 
ted to refſect on himſelt, as writing a Book to conſute nothing» 
Ee nibil dicinguic; mid pctis , improve Cinms- 


Si nibil Cinna petis , nil tibi Cinni nego+ 


Is it not a ſtrange Nothing, whereof ſo many Somethings, and 
thele allo touching the Cauſc, yet remain unanſwertdꝰ He mult 
be at the pains of another Book, before ke diſcuſs all theſe little 
Nothings. But purpoſcly, waving at the time his Criminations 
of this nature, I proceed to note his Reflections , upon the 
two 
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two Arguments which 1 propounded'to M. Denner in the Vo- 
cal Debate, and upon M. Demfter's goedly Sy log iſm. 

To my firſt Ar nt drawn from the — — Docttine of 
Romiſh Caſuitts, that when a man hath ſinned hainouſly, be is 
not bound to repent preſently , The Pemphleter after a falſe re- 

ation of the matter of Fact ( whereof I gave a ſufficient 
account in the Epiſtle Dedicat. before Papiſmus Lucifuges 3 and 
of the Athciſtical abſurdities to which M. Demfter was brought, 
by the confirmations of the major of that argument, which the 
Pamphlcter , pg 1 f. falfly ſays, that I did altogether paſs in f- 
lence. ) 1 Gay the Pamphleter anſwers, pg. 1 2. That all held the 
ſharteſt delay of Repentance bouth- ſureſt and beſt. Behold a Jeſci- 
tiſm, that is, a Cheat, to begin with; Fer this is not the queſti- 
on, whether ſpcedy Repentance be ſureſt, beſt, and moſt expedi- 
ent, bur whether repentance be a preſent duty, and non-repent- 
ing a fin? To this he anſwers nothing directly. How impious 
muſt the Doctrine of theſe Caſuiſts be, when a ]cſuirt is aſhamed 
directly to own it? Yet if his words be narrowly obſerved, they 
bewray him : The ſhorteſt delay, ſays he, is ſureft and beſt ; which 
implies, that to delay repentance may be good and ſure, though 
not the lureſt and beſt, bonum & tutem, though not optimum & 
txtiſimum + and theretore, as if the Con were turned to a Fox, he 
flily inſinuates an Argument, to prove the Aſſertion which he 

was aſhamed openly to avouch, viz. that a finner is not bound 
ſently to 4 pov » from the maxim , thas affirmative precepts ind 
2 ſed non pro ſemper, To which I antwer, that the Maxim 
includes a ſolution in its boſom : For though affirmative Pre- 
cepts bind not for all times, yet they bind for all convenient 
ſeaſons. Did nat the afficniative Precept, of ſuccouring the at- 
ited, biad the Prieſt and the Levite , when they paſſed by the 
wounded man, betwixt Jericho and Jeruſalem, Lake 10. 30, 31, 
32+ Did they not fin by not ſuccouring him at that time? Yet 
Romiſh Caſuiiis deny that a ſinner is bound torepent, quum dats 
oceaſione commode pareſt, when he ean do it conveniently , as E- 
ſeabar Hates the quettion, Tons. 2 Theol. Mal lib. 3. cape 8. 
Prob. 28. no not when he feriovſly calls his fin to remembrance, 
or when a grievous calamity is upon him, and his Country , or 
vpon Holy and Feſtival days, as Vaſqs in Part. 3. Tom. 4+ 9. 86. 
dab. 6. copioully declares. Yea, it's: one of their probable Do- 
Qrines , which in practiſe may ſaſely be followed, that there is 
C 2 no 
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no command at all for repentance. This alſo being avouched by 
a Grave Doctor, Franciſcus Vidloris , as teſtifies Eſcobay , Cap. 
Cit, Prob. 24. But beſides, the Pamphleter takes for granted, 
that the Command enjoyning Repentance is adequately aſfirma · 
tive „ which perhaps he may fin4 to be of more difh-ulc proba - 
tion than he is aware of. When poſitive duties are required to be 
done at ſuch ſeaſons, the Command does ſurely include a nega» 
tive; the Command enjoyoing Circumciſion on the eighth day, 
included a negative, prohibiting delay beyond the day preſcri- 
bed z when therefore God Commands now to rep:nt, Ad. 17. 30. 
To day not to barden your bearts, Heb. 3. 7, 8. Now to return e- 
very one from his evil way, Jer. 18. 11, it includes a negative, 
prokibiting the delay of repentance. 
He has another Cavil to the ſame purpoſe ; Ibid. Proteſt ants; 
- ſays he, teach mens beſt atlions to be ſinſul, and therefore muſt either 
confeſs Repentance at no time to be commanded, or that 'God bath 
commanded ut 10 fin. A fooliſh and blaſphemous inference : For 
Proteſtants do not ſay, that mens actions, as to love God, repent, 
cc. are ſinful, per — themſelves, but only that , ex acci- 
denti, gradual defects cleave unto them, for who can love God 
ſo well as they ſhould ? Read he never that of Aw/tin, Epiſt. 29. 
Pleniſſima charitas eſt in nemine , illad autem, quod minus ef 
quam eſſe debet , ex vitio oft, ex quo vitio, non oft juſt«s in terra: 
that is, perfect love is in uo man, and what is Icls than it ought 
to be, is ſtained with ſin, Hence it is, that there is no jult or ſin- 
leſs man on carth : From this it only follows, that God commands 
the action, which in it ſelf is good, as love to God, and Repen- 
tance, though not the gradual defects which through our infirmi- 
ty cleaves to them. The contrary Doctrine of Papiſis and Qua · 
ker: of a fialels perſection in time, is repugnant to clear Sctip- 
ture, 1 Job. 1. 8. 10. and is pure Pelagianiſm , as witneſſes Hie- 
rom in his Dialogue betwixt Atticus and Critobelnsr, lib. 1. and 
lib, 3. eont. Pelag. But of this more hercaſter, cap» 7. Now only 
he cavils , that it's @ jeering of Gods Command:, to ſay they are 
impoſſible. To this jeering Cavil , its anſwered , that it were ab» 
ſurd indeed, to affirm the Command of God to be ſimply and ab- 
ſolutely impoſſible ; but, not to ſay, that there is an accidental im- 
polhbility to keep the Law perſectly, through the pravity of our 
natures. So much the Scripture affirms, Rom. 3+ 8. Job · 12+29, 
Se. Excellent iy (aid Bernard, Setm. 50. in Cant. Dems — 
do 


for Jeſuit Demſter. 13 
4 impoſſibilia, non prevaricatores fee.t homines , ſed bumiles. 

As for his Squibs, «boxs Repentance, and recantation of Calum» 
nie f, and other publick, tranſgreſſims againſt Princes, I know 
none more concerned therein han ]:ſuits. Of their calumniat ing 
Genius, ſome touch has been given in the Prologue. Of the tret- 
ſonable principles of Jeſuits , Mariana, Swartz , Bell. Santarell, 
&c- an account hereatter may be given. The Author of the Hiſt, 
of Cardinals, Part. 1+ lib. 1+ pag 15. obſerves this to have been 
always the deſign of Jeſuits, to aggrandize the Pontihical AuthG- 
rity with diminution of the Regal. Have not the impious prin- 
ciples and practiſts of ]-ſuits againſt Princes given occaſion to 
that Character which paſſes on them? 


Hi Regnorum proditores 
Atque legum fraud tores 
Reger volunt jugulare 

Et fic phebem ſubjugare. 


My ſecond Argument was taken from the Doctrine of the 
Council of Florence , in Iuſtruct. Armen. aud of Trent, Sefſ 7. 
Can. 11. ſuſpending the Efh:acy of. Sacraments trom the inten- 
tion of the Minifter , from which I concluded, that all certainty 
of Faith, according to Popiſh principles „ was over-turned 3 for 
all their Faith depends upon the Authority of Pope, and Coun- 
cils > but if the Efficacy of Sacraments depend on the intention of 
the Miniſter , they cannot certainly know who is Pope, or which 
is a lawtul Council, who is Baptized, or who is Ordained , the 
Efficacy of Baptiſm and Ordination ( which alſo with them is a 
Sacrament ) depending on ſecret intentions, whereof they can 
have no infallible certainty. In this Argument, the Pamphleter 
ſays, 1 both argued and anſwered, whercas I only argued : But 
indeed Jeſuit Dem fer could neither argue nor anſwer. Of the re- 
plies given to this Argument by this Scribler, pag- 1 2, 1 3, to ſup- 
ply M. Demfter's defects , I may ſiy 


Sunt trice Apine,, &. fi quid levins id.. 


As firſt , he lays, There is greater aſſurance of the Prieſts inen - 
tion, than that Miniſters uſe aright the Elements , and pronounce. 
the words of Inſtituti m. As it we could have more aſſurance of 


ſceret 


* 
* 
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* + 
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ſecret thoughts of a mans heart, than of words audibly pro» 
nounced, or of viſible actions performed bctore a whole Con- 
gregation. 

Secondly , God, faith he, hath promiſed that nothing neceſſary ei- 
ther tn Faith or Salvation , ſhall be wanting in bis Church. What 
then ? doth it therefore follow, that om Faith muſt be built up- 
on ſecret intentions , whereof we can have no infallible aſſu · 
rance ? or doth he mean, that a Prieſt can nevcr waver in his in- 
tentions in miniſtring Sacraments ? Sure I am, he has neither 
Scripture , nor Canon of Ccuncil, nor ſuffrage of Antiquity to 
warrant ſuch a fancy. Nay, the Canens, which ſulpend the Effi - 
cacy'of Sacraments upon the intention of rhe Prieſt , ſuppote the 
Pricſt may have undue intentions, or perhaps he mcant (for 1 
am here left to Divine at the Pamphleters intentions) that no per · 
ſon uncapable of the Papacy can be choſen Pope. So indeed je- 
(uit Valentia faith , Tem. 3+ Diſp- 1+ q+ 1+ Pans 7. Sed. g. Col. 
223+ But this may be convicted of maniſcſt falſhood from Hilto- 
ry. Did got Bennet the Ninth, accord ing to Onuphrins, in Chron. 
Pontif. fit on the ſame Throne 22 years, whom yet Glaber in 
Spondmm. ad Annum 103 3+ aſſerts to have attaincd it Symoniacal- 
ly , being about ten years of age? But I litiche my ſelt at the 
time with the ruthful complaint of Patina in the Lite of Sylveſter 
the Third, that ſuch was become the ſtate of the P.picy, that 
he carried the "Chair who gave moſt for it. Certainly therefore 
theſe Romiſh DcRors , who by the ſorecited Valentias acknow- 
ledgment , confeſs the Papal See not to have immunity from ille- 
gitimate Popes, are the more ingenuous. 

The Pamphleter replies. Thirdly, That the want of the Miniſters 
in tenti n may be ſupplied by the intention, deſires, and love of the re- 
cerver, But 1. i know not what to make of this, it it be not a 
yielding of the Cauſe, and a manifeſt contradiction to the Do- 
ctrine of their Chuxch. For it the intention of the receiver can 
ſopply that want, then it's falfly detiued by the Council of Trens 
and Florence, that the Efficacy of Sacranieurs depend upon the 
intention of the Miniſter z it ſhould rather depend upon the in- 
tention ot the receiver. 2 A man cannot be ſure of his own 
Graces » according to Romaniſisz conſequently the Efficacy of 
Sacraments , and ſo of all their Religiom, mult yet depend upon 

an-unecrtain con ition: Vea, Beil. lib, 3» de fi ici ne, cap» g. 
concludes, that a man caunot be lurc that his fins arc forgiven 
| him, 


— 
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him, becauſe he cannot be ſure of the intention of the Prieſt in 
giving Ablolut ion, were the matter ſufficiently ſupplied by the 
receivers intention, defires, and love to God, how inconſequent 
were Bellarmixe's argument. Whither, I pray, did Bell. or this 
Pamphleter underſtand Popiſh principles beft ? But 3. Suppoſe one 
adult perſon, receiving Baptiſm or Orders, had aſſurance of his 
own Graccs, and of his own inteations aud deſires , yet others 
could not: Conſequently, others could not certainly know, that 
he were cither Baptized or Ordained. Bit 4. Though the detect 
of the Piicſts intention could be thus ſupplyed in adult perſons, 
yet there were no remedy for Infants , who are not capable of 
ſuch intentions and therefore the Pamphleter himſelf reſtricts 
this evaſion 10 thoſe that are come to Age; and ſo there could be 
no certainty whether Pope Pixs the Fourth, who confirmed the 
Council of Trent, or the preſent Clemens the Tenth ( whom [ 
ſuppoſe to have been baptized in their Infancy) were really bip- 
tizedz and conſzquently , whether ever they were in a capacity 
to be Popes. 

Fourthiy, ſaith the Pamphleter, The conferring of 4 $ 1crament 
is not only actio hominis, but humana, that is 4 deliberate attion- 
Lid boe ad Rhambum? The Queſtion betwixt us and Pap'ſts, is 
not, Whether it be neceſſary that the Miniſter have a deliberate 
intention to go about the outward S1cramnental action; that we 
trecly grant , and that is ſufficiently kuown by the grave out- 
ward pcrformance of the work, becauſe Ambroſi u C uth arinus 
required no more as ſimply neceſſary to the being of the Sacra» 
ment. Bell. lib. 1. de & cn Genere. cap. 27. ptofeſſed, he did not 
fee wherein Catbarium Opinion ditfercd trom the Doctrine of 
H:reticks (ſo he deſigned Proteſtants) condemned by the Coun il 
of Trent; therefore generally the Popith D ctors, as Bell. Suarez, 
onink,, Lugo, &c- require further , as neceſſary to the being of 
Sacrament , that the Miniſtcr have an intention by theſe out- 
ard actioaus to cor ſtitute a Sacrament, Now ſure it is, that with- 
out a ſpecial Revelation, none can have infaliible certainty, that a- 
nother has ſuch an intention , and tais is a lurther intention than 
is requiſite, wt adio fit humana. 

But fiftbly , faith the Pamphlcter ( for I ſee Con muſt have 
many holes to retire to) What if a Mad man be in a froliek, er 
s Comidian in à jecr þ.ould pur ont Water on any one, and pro- 

nownee the words, wire it a Sacrament 7 Anſw. No verity, This 

brings 
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brings to my mind how Cardinal de Lugo Traft. de Sacram. Diſp. 
8. Sell. 2. Nwm- 14, groſſy miſrepreſents Proteſtants in this mat- 
ter; for this he gives as the difference betwixt Catbarinus 
(though him alſo be difallows) and us, as if Catbarinns did re- 
quire that the Miniſter did be have himſclf as if he dealt ſeriouſ- 


ly, but that Proteſtants maintained it to be enough, it the out- 


ward Sacramental actiors were performcd , though the Miniſt r 
openly declared that aff were done in derilion, G the affronted 


FImpudenrcy of Jcluirs ! We abominate ſuch impious thoughts 


never was any ſuch thing taught by the Returmed Churches, 
See Vi de Bit. Piſp. 0. I 11+ 12, 13 yea Bell. lib. 1. de 
Sat iu Gen. cap. 2 7. acknowledges the contrary to be taught by 
Chemnitiut, in Exam. Concil. Trid. Can. 11. S7. Y<t Jcluits 
who have made lyes their refuge, dare fo touly miſrepreſent us. 
Nay, on the contrary , we lay a Miniſter ſins hainouſly , it he 
carty not both &riouſly and devoutly in going about theſe 
holy things. Sce Chamier lib. 1, de Sacram. in Gen. Cap. 19. 
$4. 21. only we affum, it a Miniſter ſhould behave himſclt 
{criouſly as to all outward appearance, whatever impious inten- 
tion he may harbour ſecretly in his own biead, that cannot pre- 
judge the devout recciver of the Sacrament, and ſo the Catho- 
lick Church did ever teach. Hence Aulin, lib. 3. de Bapt. Cont. 
Donat. cap. 15+ Si Evangelicis verbis in nomine Patris, filiz & S. 
Santi, Marcion Baptiſmum conſccravit, integrum crat Sacramen- 
tum, quamvis tjus fides, ſub ciſdem verbis aliud opinantis quam 
Catbolica wiritas docet, non efſct integra ſed ſabnloſis vanitatibus 
inquinaia. Thus Romaniſis ſuſpending the Efficacy of Sacra- 
ments upon the ſecret intention of the Pricſt, differ not from us 
only, but alſo from the Ancient Catholick Church; they ovex- 
turn all certainty of Faith, and throw thernſclves upon perpetus 
al hazard of Idolatry : They cannct know, even according to 
their own principle, whether what they adore in the Mals be 
Chriſt, or only a morſel of bread , neither are theſe meer Nice- 
ties. Doth not famous Authors record, how both Jews and Hca- 
thens in Spain and ſtaly have countertcited Chriſtianity for baſe 
ends, and have aſſumed Orders, and gone about the external 
Sacramental Ritcs but with ſacrilegious intent ions Whole heart 
would not bleed to fee the Mazes and Labyrinths in which Ro- 
maniſts do involve themſelves , and the irreconcilable debates 
they have among themſelves as to this thing, inſomuch ut Jo 


uit 
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folt Carleton Tom. 2. Theol. Scholift, Diſp. 63. Sed. 3. Num. 1+ 
Gich . Mirum quot quamque varii ſunt in bac parte inter Scholalli- 
«os dicendi modi. 1 wil! not blot paper with them. I hope by 
this t mc it appears the Pamphletcrs quiblings have not looſed the 
Knot more than M. Demfter's ſilence. | 

Atter many abortive attempts of M. Demfter to reduce his 
Syllogiſm to ſume tolcr able ſhape this Pamphleter, pag. 28, 29 
makes an Eſſay more. Though all the Propoſitions thereof be as 
negatively expreſſed , as Negatives uſe to be in the iſh Lan- 
guage, yet to vindicate his Fellow-].ſuit from ſuch intormality 
ot arguing , he alledges the ſecond Propoſition to be an Affirmative 3 
and to add tome colour therero , he puts this Latin Glois upon 
it ( tor it ſeems he could not ſalve the buſineſs in Engliſh) Sed Re- 
lieio Proteſtantin u et habens nullum pt emliart ſundamentum. Had 
_ ſo much ing. nuity as to acknowledge an over-reaching , I 

ad ſhewed then: trom the beginuing how to have rectiſied the 
torm ct their dy lle gm vit, out running to violent or infint» 
tant Gloſſes : Bur that Logic . treipaſe in the ſtructure of Jeſuit 
Dempjter's dyliogiſai was my leaſt Exception againſt it, The main 
thing 1 ever demarded wis a probetiop of that minor, whether 
it be tormally, or only cbjc&rvely negative , and a Solution of 
the retorfion of that me Syllogiſn» agairiſt the Popiſh Religi® 
on, but neither of theſe could ever M. Fenſler be induce! to un · 
dertake, Hud this Pamphleter ſupplied Ni. Demfter's detects in 
theſe, he had doue Mz Demfter a better ofthe, aud given more ſa · 
tist action to his Reader. Yer ſecing they wilkbe making a buſiaels - 
about the form of that Syllogittn , the Pam phleter would conſi 
der how he reconcile; him{clt with M. Demftcy , who in Paper 6. 
Page 7 · lays, all the three Propoſitions of bit Syllogiſm are . 
tive; z but this Pamphleter only ſays that the ſtcond is Hm e 
which of theſe ſhall 1 believe ? May nut 2 Bajow pat ſuch infint» 
tant Glofſcs upon the reſt of the Propoſitions , as the Pamphle 
ter hath put on the ſecond ? Conkquently not the Minor only, 
but the Concluſion alſo hould be affirmative , viz. Ergo, the 
Protcitant Religion cannot be the true Religion, which whether 
it be an affimative or negative, 1 remit to the decifion of the 
dilintercticd. It ſeems the Pamphleter muſt take aJourney down 
to the Infernal Regions (if the Author of Lui, Conclave be 
not miſtaken concerning the receptacle of Jeſuit; ) to conſult with 
D M. Dem» 
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M. Demfter , whether only the ſecoud Propofition, or. all -were, 
athrmativcs3 yet Fhave the kindach to premoniſh him that 


Fei d ſcenſus evorn 
Sed revoc art gradum, ſuperaſque evadere ad 2 
Hoe opus big labor eft - | 


Pag 29,30, 31+ The Pamphleter endeavours to caſt a blind bes, 
fore the eyes of his Reader, by a gros repreſentation of the ſtate, 
of the deba e betwixt M. Demftcr and me. To clear the truth, 
herein, it would be remembred , that M. Demſter Paper i. page 2+, 
aſſerted the Proteſt amt Religion bad no grounds to pr ve it ſelf a true 
Religion. To which it was anſwered in my Pap. 1 pag 7. that 
it were — by way of — 1 _ . 1 
Religion had no grounds to prove it ſelſ to be the. true Religion 
and therefore if he intended to ſatis ic Conſcictices, — to 
pic ch upon the reciprocal s of the true Religion, and to 
irate that t rs agree to 3 Religion, and 
not to ours. This Jeſuit Demſter altogether declined , only at 
length, Pop. 4. page 8. be mudtrtook,, if I would produce the 
grounds of our Religion , that be ſhould impugu them. Hcereupon, 
—_ Paper 4. I di two grounds, ently diſtinctive 
of the true and falſe Religion . v. the perſpicuity of the Scrip- 
ture in all things neceſſary to Salvation, and cogſormity in all 
Fundamentals with the Ancient Chiiſtiag, Church; and from 
theſe, -in —_ I did demonſtrate both the truth of our 
'Religion , .and Kilſhood, of the Romiſh Religion, But the 
ſcope of al M.-Demfter's Papers thereafter, was to ſhun the Try- 
al of Religion by Scripture or Antiquity , yet could: bring no 
reaſon.why theſe aſſigued grounds ſhould not be admittcd as di- 
ſtinctive Teſtrof the true and falſe Religion. Nor did he onze 
attempt to anſwer the Arguments, by which, trom theſe grounds, 
I proyad the truth of the Reformed, and'ta}ihurnd of the Popiſh 
Religion. I appeal to the Papers themſelves , whereof the ipſa 
« arcexhibited in Papiſmus Lacifngus , if this be not the 

true ſtate of the debate. 

By this the anfaithful dealing of this Pamphicter may appear, 
who pag. 31. is b Id tg ſay, that ſtill I declined to bring any — 
Puire proof, that weſt grounds were peculiar to Proteſtants , and that, 

M. Dem · 


* 
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M. D:mffer war not bound 10 prove the contrury« Did I not Paper 4. 
page 4654, 537 „. prove tum theſe grounds, both the truth 
ot the Proteſiant Religion , and falſhood of the Romiſh ? Did I 
not more particularly give a Specimen of the peculiar intereſt of 
Proteſtants in th-ſe grouuds. Pp. 7. pag. 126, 127+ by demunfira- 
ting the conformiry of our Doctrine with that Scripture , Hoe eff 
corps m, and of the diſſonancy of the Romiſh Tranſubſtantia» 
tion; and Pap. g. pag. 169. ce gave (even inſtances of the · con · 
formity cf our Religion with Antiquity, and the diſagreement of 
theirs ?- D'd I not offer to do the like in other points of difference 
betwixt us, would Jeſuit D:mſter examine theſe ? But their old Fe- 
bins durit never come to an open Field for M. Demſter's Obligation 
to impupne theſe gr ounds alligned by me : I need ſay no more, but 
thai Papi# 4. pg: 3% he underto to do it, and acknowledged it 
was incumbent to him 14 the Opponent , unleſs it be nid, that Jeſuits 
are lo nin ble, that pron'ifes do not bind theme ls it not a Noble 
Gmile whe: e<by the Pamphleter would gut a face upon ſo foul a buſts 
«ſs, pre- 15+ Tat logizing N. Denner, ar the Creditor frequently 
Am end. pay» e1 of vis debt, and I, as Debtor, am ſaid to anſwer 
bis der ana = with (to ies of Lite Nur and Forreign Leagues. 1 
pray by wha: Law do reiterated demands of payment by a pretend- 
cd + reditor, make another to be his Debtor ? Whom would not af- 
fronted I uits ae their D brors , if by the importunity of their 
demands they could impole Obligations upon others ? Arc Roma» 
nilts no more con erred, when their Tranſabſtantiation, half Com- 
munions, Adoration of Images, the Popes Infallibility, Supremacy 
over the atholick Church, and Secular Princes, Purgatory, Apocry- 
phal Scriptures arc confuted (ter theſe, and ſuch like, were the 
points my Replies did run upon) then in Exotick orie ꝰ May not 
this Simile with more reaſun be inverted thus: When Jeſuit Dem + 
fer alledged I was his Debtor, Tnot only told the Allegation was 
falſe, and therefore required him, as he would not be held a Cavil - 
ler, to prove the Debt, by Bord cr otherwiſe, which he could pe- 
vet do but alſo I charged hum as being my D. btor, for which 1 
produced ſuch Evidence as be could not control, | ouly as if K. 
ſuits had an Art of paying their Debt by bold Affertions, the bad 
the confidence oft to ſay, I was owing him z an this procedure is 
jullined by the Pamphleter. Now whether M. Dewter. as D btor, 
or the Pamphleter as Procutor, have dilcovercd "alt liverrity , o- 
thers may judges 
D 2 A* 
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It is farther to be noted, that the Pamphleter in that page 343 
maintains , that without an Infallible Judge of Controverfies, we can» 
wot be aſſured either of the incorrupt writings , or Dodtrine of - 
Fathers , or of the Letter, or genuine ſenſe of Scripture; by 
which, with one daſh, he hath deſtroyed the whole Plagiary hcap of 
Teſtimonies from Scripture and Antiquity , which ate raked toge- 
ther in his Pamphlet , to which there can be no Faith given without 
the ſentence of his Iofallible vifible judge, that. is of the Pope, 
for I know none elſe they have at preſent pretending. to Iuſallibi · 
lity, there being no General Council at the time. And Greg. de 
Valentia lib. 8. de Aunal. fid- cap. 7- puts the matter out of doubt. 
Eadem (faith he) eff Autboritas Infallibilis que Pontifici Romano & 
que Ecclefie five Conciliiz tribuitur, ram ills ipſa Authboritas que 
in uno Pontifice rcſidet, Anuthoritas. dicitur  Ecclefie & Concilicrum > 
that is, it is the ſame Infallible Authority which is aſcribed to the 
Pope, and to the. Church or Councils; for the ſame Authority 
which reſides in the alone, is aid to be the Authority of the 
Church, and of | ils, So that hither the ſtate of the Contro- 
verſie betwint us and Romaniſts is reduced, whether the Popiſh 
Religion is to be believed to be the only true Religion, becauſe their 
Inſallible Judge, that is the Pope ſays ſo? Is not this a goodly caſe 
to which Jeſuits would reduce Chriſtianity , to make all Religion 
hang at the ſleeve of an Uſurping Pope? Is not the Popiſh Cauke 
deſperate, when they have no way to prove themſclves to be iu the 
right, or us in the wrong, but becauſe their Pope, a Party and Head 
of their Faction ſays fo? The Hinge then of all Controverſies be» 
twixt Romaniſts and us, at leaſt as managed by the Jeſuited Party, 
returns hither , whether by the Verdict of the Pope, as infallible 
viſible Judge, or by the holy Scriptures, and conformity with the 
Faith of the Ancient Church, we are to judge of the truth of Re · 
ligion ? Proteſtants hold the latter, our Romiſh Miſſionaries the 
former 3 lct Chriſtians through the world conſider, whether what 
they or we ſay be more rational. 

I am challenged, pag. 24+ 4s not baving candaur, for ſaying , that 
Quakeriſm is but Popery diſgnized. Bat there is leſs candour in the 
Acculcr 3 for I only faid, it it were otherwiſe, Leatued and Judi. 
cxous men were miſtaken. . His frivolous Apologies arc like to con. 
lr cheſe men in their Opinion, tor many ot the Quakers Noti- 
ens are undoubtedly Popiſh Docttines ; ſuch as, that che Scri 
are not the principal and compleat Rule of Fauh, that a ſialeſs per- 
tection 
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ſecdion is attainable in time, that men are. juſtifed by a rightecuſ- 
neſs t within them, that good works arc meritorious, that 
A Books are of equal dignity with other Scriptures, that 
the cthcacy of Grace depends on mans free will, that real Saints 
may totally Apoſtatize, that indwelling concupiſcence is not our 
Gn , until we conſent to ibe luſts thereot, e. If Bankeviſm were Pu- 
ritauiſm in puris m i, as this Scribler doth rant, how comes 
it that Quakers have ſo much indignation at theſe who go under 
the name of Puritans , and ſo much correſpondence with Roma» 
niſts ; with whom before they could not converſe ? Do not Non+ 
Conſot miſis abhor theſe foxe mentioned Quaker Tenets ? The dit- 
ferences at which he Hints; betivixt- profeſicd Papiſts and Quakers, 
do at moſt prove that Quakeriſm is diſguized Popery : if there were 
no ſecming difference , there would be no diſguize in the 
Cannot Romanifts , chiefly: Jeſuits , transform theroſelves into all 
ſhapes for their on ends Have not perſons gone under the cha- 
racer of Quakets in Britain, who have been known to be proſcſ - 
ſed Prieſis, Monks, or Jeſuits in Frence and Italy ? My ſelf did hear 
a chief Quaker confeſs before famous Witneſſes , that one giving 
himſelf out for « Breaker in Kinnebers Family near Montrols , was 
diſcovered to be 4 Popiſh Prieft ; and ſome Re maniſts, in this place, 
have confeſſed the ſame to me. Yet the differences aſſigned by the 
Pamphlerer betwixt Papiſts and Quakers , ſitzuiſie not very much 
when they are —— examined, And tirſt, as to Women Preach- 
ers, do not Papiſts hold Hildegardys , Katberine of Sens, and Brigit. 
ce. for Propheteſſes? Not to mention their Papeſs Joan, of how 
they allow yr — as is defined in Concil. Florent. [n+ 
ftradt. Armen. As tor their private Spirit, 1 ,what other grounds 
hath the Romiſh iufalible Jadge to walk wpon, but Enthuſialms and 
pretended inſpirations ? For Fathers and Scriptures ( according to 
them) have not Authority antecedently to his Sentence. As for 
Reformation by private perſons, the work of Ouakers is to 
break the Retormed Churches, which is à real deformation , and 4 
promoting of the Popiſh Intereſt; and if there be ſecret Warrants 
from the Pope for that end\, for which there want not preſumpti- 
ons, they have as great Authority as trafhcking Popiſh Miſſionaries. 
Quakers do not A. that they build on the naked- 
word , it by the Word he mean the Sexipture 3 nay, in this, as in 
many other things, they Romanize, by denying ibe Scripture to be 
abe compleat and principal Rule Faub, I am jeatous both Papiſia 

and 


Ne meceſſity of 
could wiſh there were not Scripture in the World. 
Quakers ſeem to make light of Fathers and Councils, yet 
they maintain theſe Tenets , which Papitts ſay are Authorized by 
Fathers and Councils: At leaſt a knack of jeſuitical equivocatiog 
will ſalye all. By this time it may eppear, all he hath ſad, doth not 
prove that Quakers are not carrying on a Popiſh deſign. But of 
. thele things enough ; I now — ts the more important Con · 
eroverlics, 
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There is no weceſſity of an Infallible viſcble Judge of Con- 
troverſies in the Clarch , and conjequently the Baſis of 
the Pamphleters whole Diſcenrſe is overthrown, | 


phlcter in his Sed. 3.-bewray more dilingenut y or ignorance : 

For pag. 33,4, 35,36, 37+ more like a Hit ical declarmer, 
than a Diſputanc t He breaths out a malt calurnaous i ct ve againſt 
the Retormed Churches , as if y robbed the Catbolick C burch f afl 
2 Authority, and ſet up' # Law without 4 Jute: EcwuG, 
orſooth , they cannot ſubſcribe to this erroneous Astrium, of the 
neceſſiy of an +Infallible-vifible Fudge, whereby the Jeſuited Party 
endea vour to julitie the Fyrannical- Uiurpation ot the Pope of 
Rome, Neither is this Aſſertion, · ſor hien he pleads, as the Ho- 
crime of the whole Roni ſh Church, approved by all Romaniſts : 
Nor do they, who ſecm to approve of it, agree among themlclves, 
who is that "pretended Jatallible Judge. Moreover, inſtead of 
bringing, Arguments to cott his Aſſertion, from pag- 37. to 43» 
he ritſes out of ;late-Pamplilets a Farrago of Teſtimonies to prove, 
what the Church. cannot trreñ; which, as may anone allo appear, is a 
ditferent coneluſion from that wow under debate : And though none 
ot theſe Teftimmonics, when tightly underſtood , do militate againſt 
the Doctrine of the Reformed Churches, as Proteſtants have often 
demonltrated , yet he does not examine what Proteſtants have te- 
plied concerung them. Laftly , Whereas he-ſhould have anſwered 
the Arguments propounded in the debate with M. Demfer , againit 
he nc celli'y of this Imfallible witible Jude, he frames to himſek, 
7· 


| is hard to ay, whether in handling, this Qieſſion, the Pam- 


74. 43+ 44145» 46,47. ſome other Qbj:ions ,- which he endea- 


vours to canvalc ; So that, I may fay, he combats throughout that 


, with a man ot Straw of his own makings and this is that 
— — ary Triumph, in which our Romith Millonaries: and their 
implicit Proſelites, have {o vainly gloried. 
For ſatisfaction therefore ot the ingenuous lovers of Truth, I ſhall 
oſt premiſe ſome things , . for untolding the true ſtate of the Que- 
his 2+ Diſprove by (ome Arguments (I hope convincing) the ue + 
ceikty of this Infallible vifible Jude 3, Examiuc the Cavils and 
Objections o the Ad verlarys. 


S ECT. I. 
The true ftate o the Queſtion proponnded.” 


Or opening the true ſtate of the Controverſie, it is firſt to be 
F noted, that this Queſtion is not entirely the ſame with that, 
Whether the Church can erre , for there be great Doctors in the Ro- 
man Church, who hold the Church cannot erre, and 'yer deny the 


neceſſity of an infallible viſible Judge. There are who make the 


ſubyect of Infallibility to be the deſenſi ve multitude of Belle vers, 


and not the Collective of Paſtors, ſar les any Repreſentative cloa- 
0 


thed with a'Judiciary Authority , and leaſt 
ſome abuſivcly call the 

ment 2. Conſi quently, whatever teſtimonies do only prove that the 
Collective Body, either of Bclievers or Paſtors ( neither of which 


all the Pope ( whom 


do aſſcwble in Councils Judicially to determine Controverlics ot 


Keligion) cannot crre, are impertinently 


It would ſecondly be obſerved, that- Infellib ny and Judiciary, 


Authority are things different , aud ſeparable Primces have Judiciary 
Authority over theit Subxcts, and Provincial Synods within their 
reſpective bounds , yet neither do pretend to Infallibility. 1s ic 
not, too groſs ignorance in a Jeſuits to take a Judge, and an Infalli- 
ble Judge, for terms reciprocal. 


Thirdly, It is one thing to aſſert that perſons or Judges have 


au alſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, guiding them infallibly, bie & nunc, 
into the way of truth, and a quite other thing to ſay , that there is 


4 Judge to whom a perpetaal- and inſallible offitanee is entailed , ſo 


41 the knowledge of bis infallible affiftance is a neceſſary ſite be - 
I vc an ofſent of Faith can bt given to avy Divine Trah, "The firſt 
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Church Virtual) as ſhalt appear. in Argu- 
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No veceſſuy of 
Proteſtants grant to Councils, whether greater or leſſer, defining 
Divine Truths: Ihe latter is that which M. Demifter aſſerted often, 
and this his Fidxs Acbates ought to have proved. His Arguments 
therefore not inferring this conclufion , they all treſpals ab ignore- 
tione elenct3. Ef + 
Fourthly , It is granted on all hands that particular Churches, 
and their Repreſentatives may erre. Now the Roman Church is 
but one particular Patriarchate, and in her greateſt Latitude, of 
which the Pamphleter talks, pag. 46. as comprebending all theſe 
nho live in communion with the -Biſh»p of Rome, acknowledging bis 
Headſhip and Supremacy 3 She is but a part, yea and the lcfler part 
of Chriſtendom. Whatever Infallibility therefore may be claimed 
by the Catholick Church, yet the Roman Church ia whatloever ca- 
pacity, whether defenſive or repreſentative , can have no juſt Title 
thexeunto. Was there any Roman Church kuown in the Apoſtles 
days, but that to which the Apoſtle Fan wrote? But he writes to” 
Her as one ſubjcct to Eirour, yea, aud to total Apoltacy , Rom. 11. 
20, 21+ Be net bigh- minded, but fear, for if God ſpared un tbe natu- 
ral branches, take beed left he alſ ſpire mt there. Bebold therefore the 
goodneſs and ſcucriiy of God, on them which fell, ſeverity , but towards 
thee, goodneſs , if thom continue in bis gocdneſs. . otherwiſe thou alſo 
Pali be cut f. Would the Apoltle have ritten at this rate to 
infallible Chair 7 is fl F fe | 
Fifthly, Protcſtants freely grant, that the truly Catholick Church 
hath immunity from Ertours oppolite to Fundamental Articles, or 
to theſe Truths, the misbelict whereot is abſolutely, and in all ca- 
ſes, inconſiſtent with Salvation; were it otherwile, the Cathokck 
Church ſhould totally periſh trom the earths winch cannot be { as 
Proteſtants firmly believe, according to the Scriptures. But Roma- 
niſts not ſatis tied with this, plcad for an abſolute Inſallibility to 
their pretended Catholick Judge, or an immunity all Doftrinal 
Errours in Religion , greater and lifſer. Whatloever Arguments 
therefore prove not an ablolute;io.munity of this Judge trom the 
leaft Doctrinal Ertour, fall ſhort ot the mark. Ot this diſtinction 
ot Truths Fundamental and Non Fundamental, and conſequently of 
the Errours oppoſite to theſe Truths, that there is not ſuch abſo- 
lute neccllity, in order to Salvation, of immuni'y trom the one, as 
from the other, there will be occaſion to ipeax at more length, 


Cap. 4* 
Sixthly , Thexcfore to wrap up all. In the Rumaniſts Aſſertion of 
the 
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the neceſſity of an Infallible viſible Judge, cheſe*five things are in 
cluded. 1. That this fuppokd Judge hath an Univerlal Supremacy, 
or a Juridical Authority over the whole Catholick Church, to bind 
the Conſciences of all Chriſtians with his Sentences, elle he would 
not ſerve the neceſſity of the whole Catholick Church. 2. Taat the 
priviledge whcrewith this Catholick-Judg: is cloathed , is ablolute 
Infallibilicy, or immunity from all Errour, greater or 1:ſſcr , in all 
his Doctrinal deciſions. 3. That the knowledge of the [ntallibility 1 
of this Judge, is neceſſarily pre- required to every aſſent ot Divine /* 
Faith. For this cauſe do they contend ſo hard for this priviledge, 
that all Chriſtian Faith may hang at the Girdle of their Intallible 
Judge. 4+ That this Judge is vilible, that is, a preſent Member ot 
the viſible Church actually exiſting upon Earth. There is no queſti- 
on but the Lord Chriſt is Infallible Judge of all Controverhcs ot 
Religion, and that he is viſible in his. Humane Nature, but he is 
not now viſible upon Earth, as a preſent Member of the Church 
Militant „ therefore it is another Judge, actually exiſting upon 
Earth, for which they plead. 5. Thar there is a necellity of the ex- 
iſtence of this infallible viſible Judge upon earth. It is beyond doubt, 
that there was an infallible viſible fudge in the Church Militant, 
when Chriſt and his Apoſtles did converſe on earth. Now the Jeſui · 
ted party affirms it mult be always io. or 

From all theſe the Mate, of the Queſtion emerges clearly, viz. 
Whether in the Militant viſible Church there be always a necellity ot 
a perſon or perſous endued with a Juridical Authority over the 
whole Catholick Church, and with iatallible alſittance, tor deciding 
all Doctrmal controverſies of Religion, of whoſe Catholick Juriſ- 
diction and Infallibility every one muſt be perſwaded , before he can 
give an aſſent of Faith to any Divine Truth; J. ſuited Romaniſts 
thaintain the affirmative , we the negitive: Where it's to be noted, 
that their afhirmative being a copulative, conſiſting of many bran- 
ches, if any one of them fail, their whole Caule is gone, The 
proof of this affirmative, in all its branches, was that which the 
Ad verſary ſhould have hammered out, had he really intended to ſa- 
tioſie Conſciĩences: But any intelligent Reader, upon a fl-nder review 
of his Sec. 3. will ſee that this he never once e deavouts, but only 
with ſome frothy flouriſhes to abuſg unwary Souls, 
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SECT. 1 
Argument proving was A ——_— 7 * Lefollible viſible 


Might ap3 ſufhently acquit my ſclſ againſt my Adverſaryy 
1 — the — hr his Obſcdti use yer the ſuppo- 
led neceſſity of this infallible viſible Fudge, being the Baſis of his 
whole diſcourſe , and our J:fuited Romaniſts laying the whole ſtreſs 
of their Religion on this Hypothclis, 1 judged fit , for the fatisfa- 
tion of thoſe who arc not in love with Etrout, by a few convin - 
eing Arguments, to overthrow this Pillar of the Koniilh Faiihy vize 
the ptetended neceſſiy of an infallible viſible Judges, 

Nam collapſa ruunt ſub dutlis tedla colmomis.. 

Arg. 1» There can bz no gtound brought to praye this pretended 
Infallibility , as in the ſtate of the Queſtion it hath been deſcribed 3 
Ergo it ought rot to be believed, The ſequel is evident , cſpecially 
ſecing I hope it will not be pretended that the Aſſcrt ion ot the Ad- 
verlary is, prop»itia per ſe nota, or carrics with it an intrinlick Ex 
vidence. Nay, Faith being an aſſent founded upon Divine Authoti- 
ty, where no Divine Arbe is intcrpoles , thexc can be no aſſent 
ot Faith, The antecedent ſhall be proved ſolutiane objeclionum. Is 
not the teſtimony of an infallible viſible. Jadge the ground of all 
Divine Faith, accordirg to this Pampaleter ; It thercfore he would 
have us give an aſſent of Faith to this Article of the necellry of an 
intallible viſible Judge, ought he not to have conſumed it by the te- 
ſtimony of an infallible viſiole Judge? But no ſuch teſlmoay doth 
he alledge in all his Seft- 3. where he undertakes to diſpute this 
Controverſie, but only ſome miſapplicd ſhreds of Scripture and Fav 
thers, none of which does he hold as tcſtimonics ot an infall;ble 
vitble judge: The infallible viſible Judge being a living member 
of the preſcnt viſible and Militant Charch , woa'd it nut then ap- 
pear » that either this is no Ar:icle ot Faith for which he contends, 
vor that Articles of Faith are not neceſſarily to be proved by the te - 
{timony ot an infallible viſible Judge. 

Though this Argument med no turther confirmation, till I'come 
to canvaſę his object ions, yct, for his conviction, 1 will uſc this Ins 
ducion. It the necxthity ct an jntaliible vilible Judge can be pro- 
ved, then cithzr by Scripture, or by Reaſon, or by Fathers, or by 

| Tradition, 


* 
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Tetdition;'or by Miracle, or by Enthulialin, or we muſit believe tt is 
lofallibility of their viſible Judge upon his own ccd. but by none 
of theſe can it be proved, ergo not at all. It my enimeration be de- 
{c ive, let him, or any fer him, ſupply it; for confirming the Al- 
ſumption, 1-ſbortly run through the particulars. 1. Not by Scrip- 
ture 3 for, according to him, I can neither know the Divine Origi- 
nal, nor ſenſe of Scripture , but by the teſtimony of this infallible 
"viſible judge: -Doth he not then dilcov er that he Fnows not what he 
does, when he alledges Scripture to prove that there is an infallible 
viſible Judge? is not this to prove iznotwm per iendtins? Nor 2-By 
[Reaſon 3 this pretended Infallibility being only from lupe rnatural al- 
ſifiance of the Holy Ghoſt; and ſeeing the veceflity ot the Church 
may be provided for by an infallible Rule, as ſhall appear Cap» 9. 
Natural Reaſon can neither be expected, nor is it alledged by him 
to prove it. Nor 3. by Fathers, ought” not the infallibility ot the Fa. 
thers to be firſt proved, before the neceſlity of this infallible vitibleJadg 
bebclieved for their teſtimony ? And ho ſhall this be doue, ſeeing 
Fathers confels themſelves to be fallible , as (hall appear Argument 8. 
Are there not many ſpurious writings paſſing under the namics of Fa* 
thers? Are notthe writings of Fathers often ambiguous, dark, and 
obnoxious to various conſtruftions ? Are there not in thera not only 
ſec ming, but real contradictions ? Is it not beyond controverlic, that 
in many places the writings of Fathers arc vitiatcd and adulterated ? 
If then there be need of the teſtimony of an infallible Ju ge to know 
true uncorrupted Scripture, and the genuine ſenſe thercot, how much 
more to know the true and uncorrupt writings of Fathcrs, aud their 
genuine ſenſe? conſequently , the proof of the being of that Judge 
cannot depend on the teſtimony of the Fathers: Should the neceſfi:y 
of this intallible Judge never be believed until it be atteſled by the 
unanimous fuffrige of Fathers , then none cf the multitude Mould 
ever believe ĩt. Are they able in ſuch a thorny queſtion , to fiud out 
the unanimous ſuffrage of Fathers ? Surely either the rieccllicy of this 
infallible Judge cannot be proved by Fathets, or this Pamphleter is 
molt unhappy for in all his Fartago of teſlimonies trom Fathers, 
there is not one aſſerting this thing, as fhall appear whey I come 
to conſider the objections. Nor 4. By Traditi us for, beſides that 
1 ſhall be addebted to any who will prove to me the Theſis here de- 
bated by Univeiſal Traduion; are there not as great debates con- 
cerning genuine Traditions, and the ſenſe of them as concerning 
Scriptures / Is there not necd of an infaVidl: vifivl. J dge, to diſcti- 


2 minat “ 


28. Xo reciſſiy of- 
minate genuine Traditions from ſpurious / How was the Church im- 
poſed upon by pretended Tradition, concerning the Millemixm, and 
concerning tife Q. rte decimam Controverlie, Ge... It Tradition it 
{.1f muſt be Authorized by the infallible teſtimony of this Judge, then 
the infallibility of the Judge cannet be proved by Fraditionz. or it 
this Poſi: ion can reccive {. ficient evidence from Traditions, why 
may not other Articles of Faith alſo , and fo, there ſhould be no need 
of an infallible viſible Judge. Hence the great Sticklers for the Fra» 
ditionary way ate known to be but (mall tricnds to the iuſallibility 
of a viſible Judge. Perhaps then 5. He tun to Mizacles ; It there be 
a gift of Miracles among Nomaniſts, are they nat very uncharitable, 
who will ſend no Thaumaturgick Miſlionar ies to Scotland ? Do they 
judge us To credulous, as to be ſhaken with the fabulous Legends ot 
Miracles, pretended to be wrought in the Indies, or in Veopia? I 
ſiacercly protcls, oue real Miracle ſhould have more weight with me, 
than a million of their Pamphlets. Ot Miracles, I hope to ſpeak 
more, Cap. 8. Now only, have two Queries. 1. When ever was 
there a true Miracle wrought to confirm. this point of Cont roverſie, 
that. there is a neceſlity of an infallible viſible Judge ? or that the 
Pope or his Council is this Judge ? inſtance who can, 2. How is a 
true Miracle to be diſcerned trom a fallc ? I the rather enquire this, 
becauſe Bell. lib. de not. Eccleſe cap. 14+ politively affirms , that ge- 
nuine Miracles mult be known by the teſtimony of the Church, un- 
doubtcdly he means, this infallible viſible Judge: Then ſure the in- 
tallibility of this Judge is not to be proved by Miracles: But Circles 
and Labyrinths arc fitteſt Engines fo ſupport this myftery of iuiqui · 
ty. Mult we then 6. Believe this Judge to be infallible, becauſe bim 
ſelf ſays ſo; Behold to what a pinch theſe men reduce Chriſtianity ! 
Ye. can have no ground, according to them, to believe Scripture, or 
Chriſt,-orany Article of Religiou, but upon the teſtimony of their. 
infallible viſible Judge that is, ſaich the Jeſuited party, the Pope of 
Rome. But how ſhall ye be aſſured that he is infallible? Ye muſt, 
torſooth , take this upon his own word. Ip not this to make Chri- 
ſlianity ridiculous ? Why ſhall I not as well believe a Quaker on his 
own word, who will aim his Dreams with as great confidence as 
any Pope of Rome? is not this prodigious impiety? The Teſtimo- 
ny of Gad ſpeaking in the Scriptures thall not be believed for it (elt, 
albcit it have fo ſirong a confirmation trom extriuſick motives of 
credibility » which the infallibiſity of Pope or Council never had, 
bat the teliumony of a Pope ſhall be believed infallible on his bare 
word, 
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wo:d. Is not this to verifie that ſaying of our Saviour, Ih. 5.4 3. I am 
come in my Father: Name, and me ye rective not3 if another come in 
bis om name, bim ye will receive? Muft not theſe men have cither 
V nal Confſciences, or elſe be great Maſters of their Reaſon, that 
can lay the ſirels of their Salvation upon ſo * crazy 2 Foundation 2 
Now 7. | know nothing that remains, except with the Quaker, thcy 
run to Entbuſiafticel Revelations, for this their pretended intallibi. 
lity- Aud he may remember, how in a like caſe, I minded M. Dem- 
ſter of a d iſcouſc of Clyppenburg , the Title 'whereot is, Papiſtarum 
& "Entbufiaſtarum diſcordss conrort. Only both Romanitt and Quaker 
muſt give us Proteſtants leave, to deſire a fight of their Credentiak, 
elle we cannot take them for divinely inſpired Prophets. This one 
pegative Argument is ſuſfcient to prove our negative Hypothelis, and 
to diſcover the fallacy of this ground of the Romiſh Religion. Per- 
haps my Adverſary will fay as another ſcribling Jeſuit E. V/. in his 
vain diſcourſe, entituled , Proteftancy without Principles , againſt 
two eminently Learned Perſons, D. Stilling fleet, and M. Poole, That 
— — prove that thęre is mo infallible viſible Judge 3 but I 
muſt advertife him, to diſtinguiſh berwixt our Faith, and the reje- 
ction of their-Errours, as po part of our. Faith, It ſuffices a Prote- 
ſtant not to believe the neceſſity of any infallible viſible Judge , and 
to declare that to be no part of our Faith; and this is abundantly 
warranted by this one negative Argument. Let the Pamphleter try 
how he can diſprove it without Sophiſtry. 

Argument 24: The Seat of this Infallibility , or this infallible viſi- 
ble Judge, is not alignable ; theretore this infallible viſible Judge is 
but a Chymeys © The ſequel I prove, Had God appointed an ivfalli. 
ble viſibſe Judge, upon whole teftimony the Feith of all the Chri- 
ſtian world ſhould be reſolved , he would ſurcly have determined 
who this infallible Judge was, elſe, as M. Poole ſays well in his Ap- 
pendix agaivſt Tochard, pag. 16. God ſhould deal with the World, 
as Alexander. the Gret, Who when he was asked, to which of his 
Captains he lett his Empire, anſwered, the beſt*, but not defining 
who was beſt, this became a Scminary of contention , or, as ano- 
ther makes the compariſon, like the dying Father, who having two 
Sons, Leon, and Pamaleon, and being enquired to whom he would 
leave his Eſtate, anſwered vnn,“ whereupon the two Bre- 
thren fell by the ears, the one alledging that he lett Terre all , acorre 
to Leon , the other; that all was leit rater, to Pantaleon. 
Were it not Blaſphemy to ſay, that God hath dealt ſo with his 
Church, 
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Church , aſſuring us that there is an iniallible viſible Judge , But not 
revealinz who heis? if it be not known who he is, people can no 
more reſolve their Faith upon his Authority, than it he were not: 
if therefore God had intended ſuch a way, furcly he would have 
determined who he is. It remains therefore only that I prove the 
Antecedent, for which I need no more, but give an account of the 
diviſions of Romanifts concerning this thing: if ſuch an intallible 
viſible Judge were.aflignable , could not Romaniſts, at leaſt , who 
talk ſo much of him, agree upon him ? But who is ſuch a (tcanger 
12 the world, as not to know their irreconcileable debates about 
this point? The Jcſuited party make the Pope alone the ſubject of 
this infallibility ; So Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif. cap. 3+ Valent. Tom, 3. 
Di{p+ 1+ 9+ 1. pundl. 7. Sell 45. Gretſer Tom. 1+ Oefenſ cap · 10. lib. 3. 
Bell. de verb. Dei Col. 1 450. with whom joyns Stapleton, Cut. 6. 
9. 3+ art. 5. who affirms that infallibility is, pateſtar & ui perſo- 
nalis, a petſonal power and grace given by hit, pcrſone Petri 
& ſmeceſſorum ,ejus , to the perſou of Peter, and his Succc{[ors , and 
that it is ſo peculiat to the perſon of the Pope , that it cannot be fo 
much as repreſentativcly. in the Council, and that it is not only 
falſe, but Heretical, to ſay. that the Pope can err in jnaicio Fidei, in 
defining an-Article of Faith, Yea, the J-\uits -ob the Golledge of 
Clermont (as witneſſes Hex Fouli in his Pretace to the Hiſtory of Ro- 
miſh Treaſans ) emitted Theſes , Anno 1651+ affirming that the 
Pope is infallible Judge of Controverlics, not oaly extra Concilium 
without a Cvuncil,,. bat allo that he is infallible in matters of Fact, 
as well as of Faith, which is more than Bell. durtt aver, as ſhall ap- 
pear Argument C. But thete be on the other hand n&tefs conſider · 
able Doctors, Qui un in Ponti ice ſed in Cineilio Generali e uſtituumt 
infallivilitatem jalicii de rebus Fidei, ſays Bell. lib. 4. de Pontiſ. cap. a. 
who place this iatallibility not at all in the Pope, but in the G:neral 
Council only ; and for this he citcs the Pariſian Doctors, Gerſon, Al- 
maynus, Alpbonſus 4 Caftro, yea and Pope Adrian the Sixth. Log 
here contradictory Opinions touching this thing among Romaniſts, 
and yet Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif, cap+ 2. hath the conndence to ſay, 
that all Romaniſts.agree in this, that the Pope and the Conncil cannot 
err, Bat this is both falſe on the matter, and a perſect Cheat. Firit, 
I ay falſe on the matter, for there be yet a third ſort of great Au · 


thots among Romaniſts, who du affirm, that both Pope and Gene 


ral Council may err in matters of Faith, and that the ſubject of 


jntal vility, is multitud fiddinm , the diffulive Body of nm 
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Of this Opinion were Occam, Panormitan, Petrus de Alliaco , Wal- 
denfir, Antoninus, Cardinal Cuſan , Nicolaus de Clemanges : The pla- 
ces ye will find cited by Learned D. Barron, in ixi Caubolica, 
Tratt. 5. cp · 1 9». 21s. and by H. H. in his Review ot the Apology 
for the Church of Romes infallibility , Cap. 1+ Sed. 2. I will on- 
ly cite one ſhort ſentence of 'famous Ueerm , Part. 1. Dialog. 
lik. 5+ cap; 29. & 31+ where he lays down this concluſion, and 
maintains it Teta multituds clericorum pte contra fidem Cath li- 
cam errare & per conſequens totus clerus non oft ills Eccleſiz que , 
contra fidem errare non poteſt, * That is the whole multitude of the 
Clergy may err againſt the Catholick Faith, and conſcquently the 
rs. þ is not. that Church, which cannot err in nutters of 
Faith. But ſecondly, thoſe Romaniſts who fay they do agree in this, 
that the Pope and the Council cannot err, do put a Cheat upon the 
world, as is ſolidly demonſtrated by the Learned D. Barron, Apo- 
dixi Catholics, tradi. 5. cap- 20+ for they do not mean that this intal · 
hibility is partly ſeated in the Pope, and partly in the Councils, nor 
are they at all agreed concerning the ſcat of this infallibility; for the 
one halt of them , namely the \eſuited party, hold the Pope only to 
be the ſubject of this infallibi ity, and not the Council at all. Hence 
Bell. lib- 4. de Pontif« caps 3+ faith expreſly , Tot am firmit atem Conci- 
liorum legitimorum eſſe 4 Pontifice , non partim & Pomifice, partim & 
Concilis- The other half are as peremptory by Bellarmine his own 
confeſſion , that the infallibility is ſeated in the Council only, and 
not at all in the Pope. So that the Jeſuited party might as well ſay, 
that the Pope and M. Con are infallible , as that the Pope and the 
Council are infallible 3 and the other party might as well ſay, that 
the Council and M. Con were infallible, as the Council and the 
Pope. Yea, Jeſuits might ſay with as much candour, as D. Barron 
obler ves, cap» 207 Sell. 4. that they were agreed with Mabhumetans, 
that the Pope and the Alcoran were ivfallible. By this alſo, 1 — 
it will appear how vainly they boatt, as it by their infallible Judge 
they had an eaſie way to terminate Controverſies , and a ſure ground 
of Union amongſt themſelves whereas the infallible Judge cannot 
agree them concerning this Fundamental of their Religion, nor 
terminate this controverſic among them, whether there be an infal · 
lible viſible Judge, or who he is. Neither can the Pamphleter make 
his eſcape by the tergiverſing evaſion he uſes , pag. 44. That the que. 
flion is n who this infallible Judge it, but whether there be one: 
I lay, thus he cat not eſcape , for I argue from the one to the other. 
It 
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It cannot be ſhewed who is this intallible Judge, therefore there is 
none 3 both antecedent and ſequel 1 have prqved. Ought not the 
Pamphleter in this caſe , for rclolving the an fit , whether there be 
ſuch a Judge, define thee quiz fie, who he is ? it's the delperate- 
nefs of the Cauſe that makes him ſometimes tergiverſe, and ſhun to 
declare who is the infallible Judge. But I doubt other times he be 
guilty of a greater . treſpaſs, be ſcems to be of the Jeſuited party, 
and ſo of that Opinion, that the Pope alone is the ſeat of this infalli- 
Wi Let often in this Pamphlet he gives out, as it he held Pope 
and Council conjunctly to be the infallibſe judge. Muſt a Jeſuit have 
libexty to equivocate, becauſe it is his Principle? However I ſhut up 
this argument with. a Dilemma. Either there is certainty of Faith, 
who is this infallible Judge,'or not, if there be, I ask Who he is, 
is it the Pope alone, then the Pariſian Doctors, together with a ve- 
ry conſiderable Body of Romaniſts, muſt be Hereticks , who oppoſe 
that Article of Faith; it the Council alone, then the Jcluits and Je- 
ſuited party ate damnable Hereticks for oppugning that Articſe of 
Faith; if both Pope and Council conjuridtly , then (bclide the diſſ- 
culty of texminating Coutroverſics when Pope and Council are di- 
vided , and that this deſtroys the Tenet of che necethy ot an infalli+ 
ble viſible Judge, for Councils ſeldom are) boch the Pariſien Do- 
ctors, and their party, and the Jeſuits with their party, arc Heretical, 
tor they both place this infallibility either in the one or the other, bat 
not in both conjunctiy : if then they conteſs that there is no certain» 
ty of Faith, whois this infallible: viſible, ſeeing they cannot pitch 
upon him without charging the half of their own Church with He- 
xclie: Then ſurcly God hath not appointed an "infallible viſible 
Judge, in whole teftimony our Faith is ultimately to be reſolved. 
Had our gracious Lord appointed ſuch. a Judge , ſurely he would 
have told who he were, but not having detined who he js, certain» 
ly there is none: zeit e, Petar, | 
Argument 3, Both Popes and Councils have erred groſiy in mat - 
ters of Faith; Ergo, both are infallibly fallible, and conſequently 
there is no infallible viſible, Judge in the Church, none elſe pretend- 
ing thereto. In confirmgtion ot the antecedent, a whole Volumn 
might be written of the exroyrs of Popes and Councils, I will only 
glean up a few, that it may appear what kind of infallible Judges 
theſe are, upon wheſc teſtinony Romaniſts would have all Chriiti- 
anity to ang. 
And firſt for Popes; doth not Gratian in the Canon Læw, Diſt. 40. 
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tap. Si Papa, fay the Pope may be judged when he is devins 4 ide, 
that is, Heretical ? Did not Tertull. lib. contra Praxeam cap» 1» cha- 
racterite Pope Zepherin, or as other will have it, Pope Elcutherius, 
as a Montanift :» Where alfo Beata Rhexarus Writes ou the Margin 
of Tertullian, Epiſcopus Romanus Mont anix at. Is it not acknow- 
ledged by Platina in Vits Marcellini, and recorded in the Ancient 
Martyrologics ; yea in the Roman alſo, as is confeſſed by Jcluit A. 
worins, Part. 2. Moral. lib. 5. cap. 5+ that Pope Marceliine lacr iticed 
to Jupiter ? Doth not Aibanaſius in Epiſt. ad ſolite vit. agentes , and 
Hierom in Catal,” virorum illuſtrium in Fortunationo, ſay, that Pope 
Liberixs ſubſcribed to the Arrian Hereſie, and to the damnation ot 
Athanofint ? Is not Felix, who poſſeſſed the Papal Chair, Liberius 
being expulſed, charged with the ſame Hereſie by Hierom in Catal. 
in Acatio? Was not Pope Anaſtaſins the Second a Neſtorian , it we 
may credit Alphoxſus 4 Caſtro lib. i ont Hereſe cap. 4+ Is it not e- 
vident that Pope Virilins was Anathematized by the fifth General 
Council Are not the Cavils of Barmixs, Binnixs, and others, to vin» 
dicate Vigilius from Hercſic , ſolidly diſproved by —_— in a 
large Volumn concerning this fifth General Council; yea that Learn- 
ed Author, Cap. 4. Seft. 20. ſpares not to inſer, that not only Pope 
Vizilins, but alſo Baroniut, Bell. Greiſer, Pighizs Valentis, and all Aſler · 
ters ot the Papal infallibiljty, are involved under the Anathema pro- 
nounced in the tiith General Council. Was not Pope Henorins 2 
Monothelite? Did he not teach his Hereſie ex Catbedra, being con- 
ſalted, as to that matter, by Sergizs Patriarch of Contantinopie3 
and therefore was Anathematized by the ſixth General Council, and 
his Heretical Epiſtlcs ordained to be burned, AZ. 13. This blot of 
Honorizs ſo nettles the Jeſuited party, that they have forged a world 
of Subterfuges , but none of theſe Fig-tree Teafs will cover the (ore, 
as beſide others, our Learned Country- man Doctor Jobi Porbes of 
on hath demonſtrated, lib. 5. inſtrut?. Hiſt. Theol. & cap · 0-44 3 1» 
What ſhould I mention the ſhamefal work that was betwixt Pope 
Formoſur, Romanas, Theodorus Secundur, John g. upon the one hand, 
and Stephanus the ſixth, and Sergizs the third, on the other; of 
whom faith Platina , in vita Romani, nibil aliud bi cogitabant quam 
& nome & dignitatem majorum ſuorum extinguere. Neither were 
they only Controverſies of Fact which were agitated betwixt them, 
as Bell, alledges , for Stephanur and Fergius pronounced Formſur no 
Pope, and his Acts and his Ordinations null, and all that were or« 
dained by him to be reordained, Is the queſtion of Reordination, 
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whether Ordinations made by Formoſus were valid, whether all the 
time of Formoſus there was any Pope, and conſequently whether 
there were any infallible Judge, meer queſtions of ſact / Are they 
not at leaſt ſuch queſtions of fact, that on them depend queſtions of 
Faith and Manners ? Nay, this Papal rage ſwelled ſo high, that For- 
moſus is raiſed by Sergius out of his Grave, diſmembred , and 
thrown-into iber. What ſhall I Gay of that Brand of Hell, Gre- 
gory the ſcventh , of whom Cardinal Benno gives thischaraQter, in- 
lib. de vita Greg. 7, that he was an Murtherer, an Adultercr , a Ne- 
cromancer, a Schiſwat ick, a Heretick, and the work of Mortals, 
There be black characters ſct upon him by many c thet Hiſtorians : 
Yet I wonder not to ſee Bellarmine, and the Jeſuited party, to plead 
fo hardly for him, for their Treaſonable and Heretical Principles of 
the Pepts JuriſJition above Princes, diſcover them to be diſpoſed 
to trace the ſootſteps of that pegfidious Pope. Was not he the man 
that ſtirred up -Rodolph of Su againſt his Mafter Henry the 
Fourth, and wrote upon the Imperial Crown which he ſent to 
him. 


Petra dedit Petro, Petrus Diadema Radolpbo. 
Did not Pope Celeſtine 3. Heretically aſſert, that Hereſie deſtroys 
the Band of Matrimony, as tcſtifies Alpbonſns 4 Caſtro, lib. 1. ep 4. 
Did not Pope Fobn the 22. deny that Souls of Saints are admitted 
to the Beatifical Viſion before the Day of ſudgment ? Yea, and im- 
poſed it upon the Univerſity of Paris, that they ſhould graduate 
none in Theology, except they did {wear to maintain that Here ſie 
all the days of er lite, as Alphonſus & Caſtro lib. 3. de Heref. tit: 
Beatimado Herſ. 6; brings in Adrian the ſixth witneſſing. How 
piteous an cvaſion makes Bell. for hiot, as if this might have been 
taught by him without Hereſie before the Council of Florence. Can 
the Church make that to be Heretical, which was not Heretical ; 
that de fide, which was not de fide ? If (he may not, then Bellar- 
mis Apology tor Pope Jobn 22, is null: if ſhe may, then beſides, 
that they who affixm this, ought by ſolid reaſons to inſtruct ſuch a 
Power, ſhe rather does hurt than good, for by her definitions , ſhe 
; makes that Sin which was not Sin, and that Hereſie which was not 
Hcreſie. But there was a more grievous. Monſter of that name, 
John 23. who is ſaid to have athcmed that the Souls of men are Mor- 
tal, and pe riſh like the Souls of-Bruits, The words of the Council 
of Conſtanc., Se. 1 t. concerning him ate, Dixi: & purtinaciter cre · 
didit animam hominis cum corpore bumano mori & cxiigui, adinſt ar 
ani maruus 
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zuimrum brutorum. Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif« cap» 14. to wipe off fo 
foul a ſtain from the Papacy queſtions , if he were a Jawtal Pope. 
But” Plai ua tells he was choſen at Boyori i omnium conſenſu. It's more 
ſpecious which the Cardinal adds, that though his Iutidelity was 
Libelled againſt him, yet not proved. To ſhew that I love to de 
right tothe worſt of Popes, 1 do acknowledge, that in the Proceſs 
I find nct particular mention of the probation of this Article: Yet 
I muſt add, that the Council would never have ſuſtained this, as a 
Relevant Indictment to be Libelled againſt à Pope, it they had not 
{uppoſed that a Pope could be guilty — And belides, he was 
really convicted by the Council of moſt Atrocious Crimes, inſomuch 
that he was commonly called a Devil Incarnate. Who will ſay that 
ſuch a man had immunity from Herelic or Intidelity, let be from all 
Errour. It's irkfome to me to rake further in this Dunghill Have 
not ſome Popes been groſs Ignorants, adeo illiterati ut Grammaticam 
neſcirent, (aid 4 Caſtroin the firſt Editions of his Work, de Hereſ. 
lib. 1. op. 4+ though in the ſubſcquent impreſſions, 2s Whittaker 
obſerves, Controve 4+ q+ 6+ cap. 5+ he luffered a Caſtration. Some Chil» 
dren, as Bennet the 9. a Boy of ten years of Age, if Glaber may be 
credited, a Writer of that time, to whom Bell. de Script. Zeeleſ. 

ives this character that, Seripſu ſatis acxyate. Net ſuch flattering 
Sycephants are Jeſuits, that Bell. s not aſhamed to fay , lib. 4. de 
Pontif.cap.$. It the Pope ſhould command vices,and prohibit vertues, 
all men were bound to believe vice to be good, and vertue tobe evil. 
Who defire a more full Catalogue of Erronious and Heretical 
Popes, and a confutation of the Apologies which Jcſaited Roma - 
nilis have deviſcd for them with more ingenĩouſneſs than ingenuity, 
may conſult our Learned Controverſiſts. Albertur Pighiut, notwith- 
ſtanding theſe, and many ſuch like luculent inſtances of erriug Popes, 
yet is not aſhamed to mention, that the Pope cannot err in manters of 
Faith , no not ſo much as 4 private perſon : But for this he is juſtly 
chaſtiſed by his own Fellows, Melchior Canus loc. com. lib. 6. cap. ult. 
and Jcluit Azorizs, Part. 2+ Moral. lib. 5, cap. 5. , 2+ Others, as is 
teſtited by AzmTrins, cap. cis. q. 3. have the confidence to ſay, that the 
Pope cannot err, at leaſt in his publick detinitions concerning Faith, 
or Manners, E, abſque ullo conſilio & diligentia rem fidei ant mo» 
rum definiat ; that is, though he take no counſel, nor uſe any means 
to find out the truth. With theſe Greg. de Valentia ſeems to go a- 
long, lib. 8. de Annal. ſid. cap. 10. but this alſo is judiciouſly*confu- 
ted by Melchior Canus loc. eim lib, 3. cap. 5. who affirms they might 
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as rationally expect a plenteous Harveſt , though there were neither 
Tiiiing.nor Sowing. Nor is their ordinary evaſion leſs ludibrious, 
that though the Pope may err as a private perſon , yet not a1 @ Pope; de 
fining ex Catbedea. Well, did JWhinsker cont. 4. de Pontific. 9.6-cap+ 3. 
re largue that evaſion with the ſaying of A ſchinet againſt Crefiphon, 
Qi privatim improbuz. eft nunquam poteſt publice prabur. eſſe., & qui 
d mi nequam et , ille ne in Macedonia quidem honeſtus C bonus. fuit. 
If the Pope be an Heretick in his Cloſet , how ſhall he be Orthodox 
in his Chair.? Doth the Spirit of God prompt him to define in Ca» 
thedra, contrary to his private judgment ? or hath ke a promiſe of 
Illumination how ſoon he ftep; up to his Chair / What needed then 
a Judicial Proceſs againſt John the 23, for Heiclic ? Had there not 
been a more calic way to reduce him to an Orthodox mind, by ſet- 
ting him to define ex Cathedra ? Can Romanilts agree among them» 
ſelves, when heſpeaks ex Cathedrã Dith not Learned D Barron in 
Apodex. Cathol. tracl. 5. cap. 10s rehearſe a multitude of their ſtag- 
gering conjeRures as to that thing / Is there not need of an infalli- 
ble Oracle to tell us when he ſpeaks ex Cathedr3 , that we may know 
when he. ſpeaks infallibly, and when heretically ? Would it not ap- 
pear that Honorius defined ex Catbedra for the Monothelite Hereſie, 
when he was conſulted by the Patriarch of Conſtantinople concerning 
that Controverſie ? Did not Pope Vigilins define ex Caibedra, when 
he declarcl ex Authoritate ſedis Apoſtolice,in his Conſtitutum which was 
exhibited to Juſtin. the Emperor and to the fifth General Council, the 
Epiſtle written by Ib Biſh op of Edeſſs againit Cyril, and againſt the 
Epbeſine Council, to be Orthodox, which was found by the fifth Gen. 
Council to contain molt impious, heretical, and Neſtorian Principles? 
Is it not a ludibrious evaſion of others to lay, The Pope, as Pope can- 
not be a Heretiek, becanſe how ſoon be turns Heretick,, be ceaſes to be 
Pope. Alphonſus & Cattro, ſays they who anſwer thus, Jocantur in re 
ſeria , and in effect attribute no more infallibility to the Pope, than 
tothe mcaneſt believing Collier 3 every B:liever in this ſenſe is in- 
fallible , namely in ſenſu compoſito , for how ſoon he turns Hexctick, 
he ceaſes to be a true Believers if every private Hercſie degrade a 
Pope, how then ſhall we know who is Pope, or graced with infal. 
lible alliſtance, ſeeing we cannot be certain but he entertains ſome 
private Heretic ? Among all the Subterſuges of Romaniſts , I know 
none more ludibrious than that of Greg. de Val. Tom. 3. Diſp. 1. g. 1. 
band. 7. col. 233+ ( whereia yet they chiefly contide ) viz that the 
e may be nutten with a manifeſt errour, or with an errour ag aint 
which 
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which the Church hath given 4 prior definition , and may endeavour t 
obtrude it upon others by bis definitive Sentence , but that be cannot 
we Sentence for an erriur not manifeſt, or for an errour againſt which 
the Church bath paſſed no former definition. I am ſure there is no 
Feſtige either in Scripture or Antiquity for ſuch a diſtinction, nor yet 
is it agreeable to ſound Reaſon-, it being much more eaſic to fall in» 
to an crrour not maniteſt, than into a manifeſt errour , there being 
more means to preſerve from manifeſt, than from not manifeſt ex- 
rours z if therefore the Popes infallibility doth not ſecure him a- 
inſt manifeſt errours much leſs againſt not manifeſt errours: it 

the Scriptures alledged for: intallibility prove not his immunity from 
manifeſt errours, how ſhall his immunity trom not maniteſt errours 
from them to be concluded. The Pope, as a private perſon, may be 
ſmitten with a not manifeſt errour by the confeſſion of Valentis 3 it 
then the cxigence of the Church require a deciſion of that Contro- 
verſie, muft not the Pope diſcern according to his private errour ? 
It's a piteous off come ot the Jeſuit, that God will take away the 
Pope by death, kt he ſhould paſs ſentence for ſuch an errour. A 
good)y pals indeed to which his Infallibility is brought; M. Dem- 
fter, and this Pamphleter, ſpake of Infallibility as a ſpecial aſlſiſtance 
of the Holy Ghoſt guiding their Judge unto all truth , but now it's 
turned to an act of ſcvexity in killing the Pope, leſt he ſhould give 
out an erronious ſentence, But ſeeing God in the depth of his Judg · 
ment hath {pared ,Popes to confirm manifeſt errours by their ſen» 
tences , who ſhall affure us that he will not permit them alſo to con · 
firm not manifeſt crrours ? To this it's auſwered , That there is more 
hazard to the Church by a nt manifeſt errour , than by a manifeſt one 
for when the Pope defi nes contrary to a prior definition, then be is known 
10 be a Wolf , and not a Paftoy but .wben be defines a not manifeſt er- 
reur, then there is na mean left to know bim ts be an Impeſtor, and ſo 
the Church were hound to att to bis erronious Semence, But this 
Reply takes for granted two manifeſt untruths. Firſt 5 that there is 
no ground by which te diſcern Truth from Errour , but the detini» 
tion of the Church, whereas , when. the Church is firſt to define a 
Truth, ſhe mult have ſome ſure ground why ſhe gives Sentence for 
this rather than. for the contradictory thereof, conſequently there 
mult be a ground by which to diſcern Truth from Errour antecedent 
to the Churches Sentence. Secondly , that the Church is bound to 
aſſent to the erronious Sentence of a Pope: But where ever did 
God ſo far inflave the Conſciences of his people to ertomious Teach- 
ers? 
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ers? Moreover, the hazard to the Romiſh Church appears tobe much 
the ſame, whether the Errour for which the Pope defines be mani- 
ſeſt or not, for by his definition it becomes not maniſeſt to them, be 
having a mu'titude of Paraſites to deviſe diſtinctions and gloſſes to 
elade prior definitions, as either not being definitions of the Church, 
or not. contrary to this. As fell out when Leo the 10, paſſed his 
Sentence in the Lateran Council for the Popes Supremacy , contrary 
to the definitions of the Church in the Councils of Conſtance , and 
Bofil, how many Advocates were ſet on work to maintain that theſe 
definitions of Conſtance, and Baſil, were no definitions of the Church, 
or of Occumenick Councils? In a word, ſo manifeſt it is that Popes 
may err in Cathedrs concerning matters of Faith, that the ſame is 
aſſerted by eminent Romiſh Doctors, as Gerſon, Almayrus, Pope A- 
drian 6. Alphonſus d Caftro, & e. cited by Melchior Canns lib. 6. bc, 
come cap. 1. and by Azorins, Part. 2. Moral. lib. 5. cap · . Yea the 
Icſuited Doctrine of Papal Infallibility is pronounced by Thomas, 
Ab Albiit in Sons Buccine, tral. 2. Sell. 22+ not only Heretics, but 
Archiberetica & mater ſpurciſimcrum errorum, that is ſuperlatively 
Heretical , and che ſource of peſtilent errouts: What need I more? 
Doth not Pope Inmoeent the 3. conteſs the —_— ot Popes, Serm. 
2. de Conſec. er ſolum peccatam quod in fide cemmittitur, poſſum 
ab Eccleſia Je * Pope — truly aſſert the Fabia of 
Popes, then ſurely they are fallible , and if talſly by his falſe Aller - 
tion he demonſtrated that Infallibility was not tyed to his Chair. 
Next, as to Councils, Proteſtants have much more reſpect for 
real Sccumenick Synods, confifting of Paſtors from all true Chur- 
ches of jeſus Chriſt, than any Jeſuited Papiſts. Protcttants acknow- 
ledge, that real Occumenick Synods are the Supreme viſible Eccleſi- 
aſtick Judge ot-:Contsoverfies of Religion; and that they have 
choice promiſes of God for their aſſiſta nce, if they ſincercly ſeek 
his glory, and the diſcovery of truth: Yet there not being ptomi- 
ſes, that all che. members of an Oecumenick Synod, or greater part 
of them, ſhall infallibly obſcrve the conditions upon which that aſ- 
tiſtance of the Spirit may be expected. Nay, on the contrary , ſccing 
in theſe Mcetings much may be done through ſaction or intereſt, aud 
thole who cotne thither in ſimplicity may be byaſſed by the influs 
ence of others, therefore we cannot aſſert an abſolute inſallibility of 
Councils. Bur Jeſuited Papiſts are ſo far injurious to Councils, that 
they will not have Councils to be acknowledged , except they be 
called by the Pope, and ſwear ſubjeRion to him ; Yea , and they — 
pen 
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ſpend all their infallibility upon the ratification of the. Pope. Bell. 
lib. 4+ de Pontiſ. cap. 1+ deals plainly 3 Conciliorum Judicium tum fir- 
mum & ratum oft., quam acceſſerit ſummi Pontiſici / confirmatio , pro- 
inde ultimum judicium ——— Pomiſtcit; fo they eſteem of Coun» 
cils only as they ſet ve their intereſts. Upon this account, Bell. lib. 1. 
de Concil. cap» 4» divides Councils into thoſe that are approved, and 
thoſe that are not approved M thoſe that are partly approved, and 
partly diſapproved , and thoſe that ate ncither approved, nor diſap- 
proved, Hence Vives in lib. 20. Auguſt. de civit. Dei cap. 28. Ita- 
que ills Dem iii videntur edicta & concilia quantum in rem ſnam 
faciunt, reliqua non pluris eftimant quam conventum mu iercularum 
in textrins vel thermir. By this it may be judged whether we or 
Komaniſts defer moſt reſpect to Councils. 

That Councils have erred , may be demonſtratcd by {ad inftances ; 
It were eaſie to ſhew, that late Popiſh Councils are patched up of as 
many grols errours, as there be points in difference betwixt Roma-» 
niſts and us: I only mention three of choſe, fo luculently repugnant 
to clear Scriptures', and the Ancient Church, that he who runs 
may read, And firſt, What wit of mencanclear from errour the 
Decree of the Council of Conſtance. S . 13. wherein the balf Com- 
munion was enatied,, and that with a non obftante, both to Chriſts 
Inſtitution , and to the practiſe of the Primirive Church. Second- 
ly, Is it poſſible for any man to reconcile the Deeree of the Council 
of Trent, Se. 22+ Can. . of celebratingg the Worſhip of God in an un- 
hnown tongue; with 1 Cor«cap. 14· v. 11+ I 1 know not the meani 
of the voice, I ſhall be to him that ſpeaketh a Barbarian, and he a 
Barbarian tome, Then fare the Council of Trent cltabliſheth a bar- 
barous Worſhip in the Church, infomuch that their own Cajgran on 
1 Core 14 faith, Ex bac Pauli Dofirina habetur quod melins ad edi- 
ficationem Eccleſiæ eſt orationer publicas , que audiente populo dicuntur 
dici lingua communi & clericis & populo , quam dici Latin. Third» 
, Dothnot the Decree of the ſecond Council of Nice, and of 
Trent, concerning the Religious Adoration of Imager, directly con- 
tradict the Scripture, Exod. 20. 5. yea, and the Univerſal practiſe 
of the Ancient Church. They may ſce this from their own Piche- 
rell. in diſſert. de imag. but theſe, and ſuch like inſtances, would in- 
gage me upon the proſecution of ather Controverſies, 

I ſhall therctore now hint at a few other examples; and fuſt I 
would have Romaniſts reſolve , whether the General Council of 
Chalcedon did eit when it enacted, 4d. 15. Can. 28. and Add. 16. 
tht 
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that the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople have equal priviledges with the 
Biſhop of Rome. If it did err, then General Councils may err; it 
not, then the Supremacy of the Pope of Rome falls to the ground. 


- I know Baronins, Binxixs, and Becanxs ,-allcdge that Act to be of no 


force , as not being approved by the Pope of Rome, and his Legats. 
But it rather follows, that the Fathers of the Primitive Church 
were not of the preſent. Romiſh Faith, concerning the Popes Supre - 
macy, and the dependance of the force of. D:crees of General 
Councils upon the Popes-approbation : For though the Popes Le- 
gats, who had withdrawn themſelves from the Council at. the. fuſt 
making of this Canon, did deſire the Act to be reſcinded., and re · 
preſented the diſſent of the Biſhop of Rome, and ſpared not to 
ſuggeſt that it was carricd on in a Jiforderly and factious way, the 
whole Council unanimouſly adhered to the Act, and cryed out, 
Hee juſta ſententia , hoc omnes dicimus , que evnſtionts ſunt valeant, 
amm ia rele Deertta ſunt. Sure cither, this Council deſtroys the Popes 
Supremacy , or if it erred, the infallibility of Councils falls to 
the ground. 

Did not the ſecond Council of Epheſas err groſly in giving ſen- 
tence for the Extychean Herefie ? And the Council, of Sirmium, Ari - 
minum, Antioch, Tyre, &c. who did approve , or at lcalt interpolate 


the Arrian Herefie? Nor will it ſalve the matter to ſay , that they 


were unlawful Councils. For what made them unlawful ?- Not the 
want of a due Authority, they being Convocated by Imperial E- 
dias, as well as the four Amous uncontroverted General Coun» 
cils, and ſome of them were very numerous, only they were un- 
lawful, becauſe they - pronounced erroneous. Decrets. Perhaps it 
will be replyed , that they were not approved by the Biſhop of 
Rome 3 if that rendred them invalid, how came it that the Aucient 


Fathers, when they were urged with the Authority of thoſe Coun- 


cils , did not caſt them on that account? Can a Poſt-nate appro«+ 
bation of rhe Pope tnake that true which in it ſelf was falſe ? What 
a goodly infallibility of a Council is that, which ariſes from the Ra- 
tihcation of the Pope; as if a Council began to be infallible , after 
it had ctaſed to be? I can imagine no tolerable ſenſe in this, but that 
the Council of it ſelf js fallible , and that the whole infallibility is 
to be reſounded on the Pope, But that Popes have erred, both in 
the Chair , and out of the Chair, I hope I have already proved 
What need I more ? Have not Councils allo approved by Popes ex- 
red? Was it not an abſurd errour in the Council of Neo-Ceſarea, ap- 


proved 


er Infallzble Judge. Mk 
proved by Pope Leo the 4. as appears by Gr dH. 20. cap. de libel- 
lir, to condemn Can · . ſeeond Marriages ? Was it nota Cyclopick er⸗ 
rour in the Romax Conneil, approved by Pope Nicolas the 2. to hold 
the true Body ot Chriſt in the Sacrament, ſerſnaliter trattari, frangi 
& dentibus atteri, to be ſenſually handled , broken and torn with 
teeth ? Was it not an errour repugnant both to Scripture and Anti- 
quity in the Lateran Council, under Pope Alexander the 3. Can. 1. de 
conjugatis , to give leave to perſons ſolemnly and lawfully married to 
recede from their Vow , ſo as the one , without the conſent of the other, 
may enter inte a M naſtick life , declaring thereby the* Marriage to be 
diffolved? The evaſions whereby Romaniſts would cloak theſe impi- 
ous crrours, are judiciouſly refuted by the Learned Davenant , de 
Jud. controv. cap. 23- Was not the ſixth General Council, and the 
Canons thereof , which by ſome are termed Canones Synodi quin Sex- 
te, approved by Pope Adrian 1. in his Epiſtle to Thareſiws in At. 2. 
Concil. 2. Ne. Doth he not there call them Canones Fure ac Divinitas 
ob ipſis promulgatos, or as it is in the Greek, whieuss x4: dende 
yet it cannot be denied but ſeveral of theſe Canons are exroneous, as 
Can. 2. approving the Council of Carthage ander Cyprian, which et a» 
bliſhed Rebaptization, and the 7: Canon, which diſſolver Marriage be« 
twixt perſons of different perſwaſioms. Yea Romaniſts now ordinarily 
condemn theſe Canons; and the rather, becauſe ſome of them ſo lit 
tle favour their intereſt, eſpecially Can · 36. which equalizes the Bi- 
ſhop of Conſtantinople to the Roman, Might not inſtences' be gi 
of Councils confirmed by Popes decreeing contradictigns ?- Were 
there not contradictory Councils at Conftantinople in the ninth Cen- 
tury, concerning Photizs and Ienatiur, approved by the ar, ry of 
the Popes of Rome, and both declared Occumenical , by no ſeſs tę- 
ftimony than the Latin or Greek Church? Did not Bell: lib. de Ig. 
cap. 8. Sett. ultimo probatur , ſay, that the Council of Trem did ads: 
mit the pictur ing ot God the Father? Yet 'Dallews lib. ic; de Inag. 
cap. 8. hath ſufficicutly evicted , that it was diſallowed hy the 2 
cond Council of Nice , confirmed by Pope Arien th H though p- 
therwiſe too too greſly idolatrous. n the 
Councils of Conſt amce and Raſil on the d, Aefmiug the Cout- 
cil to be above the Pope, and of the-Lovteran undet Les the io. on 
the other, detiving 500. 1 1. the Pope to be above the Council ; are 
ſo evident, that Jeſuit Azorins Part. 2+ Haftet. Moral Ib. C. cap. 1. 
cannot deny them and therewpon he aclinowledges Rothadifts to be 
divided into two contrary Factions. Let z; the Battran Council was 
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approved by Deo, ſo was the Council of -Cinftanee hy Pope Mar- 
tin, g. Sefſ..45+. Can Popes confirm contradictions without errour, 
unlels it be (aid, as the Jewiſh Rabhins did of the contradiftions be- 
twixt the Houſes of Sbammai and Hillel. Urraque ſunt verba Dei 
uivewis , both parts of the contradiction are not only true, but alſo 
the words of the living God. 

Is this any new Aﬀertion of Proteſtants, that Councils ere falli- 
hle ? Was not thistaughtby Auſtin in many places, particularly in 
that luculegt-teltimony , ib. 2+ de Baptiſm contra Dan ztiſt. cap. 3. 
which I had cited againſt Jeſuit Demfter , wherein Auſtin prefers 
the. holy Scriptures to all writings of Popes and Councils, and in 
the end concludes , Plenaris Concilia priora d poſterioribur emendari, 
that the former Plenary or Oecumenick Councils, may be corrected 
by the poſt:riour ; therefore ha ſuppoſes that Plenary Councils may 
be ſmitten with errour. To this the Pamphleter replys , pag. 43- 
that Auſtia ſpesks- net there of deciſions of Faith, which he burrows 
from Bell. lib. 2. de concil. cap. . but it hath been otten-confuted ; 
for the queſtion which Aulis is there diſputing is a queſtion of 
Faith; namely, whether t/e Biptiſm of Hereticks be real Baptiſm , and 
whether they who are baptized by Hereticks ſhould be rebaptized. The- 
Danatiſts to coofurm theit Opinion, _—__ the Authority of (y- 
prian, and the Council of Cartbage.under him Awſtix therefore to 
ener vate that Objection, ſhe ws that Scripture is to be preferred to 
the writings both of Fathers and Councils, and that former Coun- 
ls, ee and Occumenick , may be corrected by ſuc- 
2 il. This Anſutt had been impertinene, had he only 
been ſpeaking. of- queſtions of Fall, and not of Faith For the Do- 
natiſis muſt have replyed, though Councik may err in matters of 
FR yet the preſent queſtion betwixt them and him was dogmatical, 
yea the words of Auſlia, which the Pampbleter, tracing Bell ootltcps, 
doth urge for his expoſition, do make againſt him, for he ſays not only 
that Prior.Councils are amended by Poſtcriour, quum aliqus rerun ex» 


| M Seri quad clarfum' tft, which is dor e in matters of Fact, 
lache, which in done in matters of 
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Faith 3 which alſo is obſcryed by Stepleton , comrev G. g. 3+ erf. 4. 
44d, 1. arg. And 1 he botakes himſclf to another evaſion ; 


namely, that ſabfequent. Councils are ſaid to correft former Comneils, 

2 becauſe they explain more — what was wrapt up- — ob- 
tly in m Councils. But this ſurely is xepugnant to the ſc 

of Anftin., who to refute the ObjeRion of the Danatiſts from * 

the Authority of Cypriax and the Council of Caribage, holds _ 

| this 
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is 28 the priviledge of the Scriptures above all teftimonies of Fa- 
— and — National or Plenary, that of the truth 
of things delivered in Scripture, dubitari & diſceprari non pat, 
it was not lawful at all ta doubt: But Councils National do yield 
to Plenary Councils, and latter Plenary Councils do correct the fore 
mer, whereas if he only meant, that the latter Councils do illuſtrate 
and explain the former , no priviledge ſhould be aſcribed to the 
Scriptures beyond Councils, tor one Scripture may likewiſe iltu« 
irate another: It's beyond doubt, when he faith, that National 
Councils cede to thoſe that are Plenary , he means that National 
Councils may err; therefore when he ſays, that ſubſequent Plenary 
Councils may correct former Councils, he means alſo, that Plenary 
Councils may exr- Was the Pamphleter ſo ignorant, that he knew 
not that the evaſion which lie took from Bell. was anſwered by Prov 
' teſtants 3 or : he _ , why —— = not the vindication 
thereof. But his work appears to have along to pick 
thing that ſeemed to make for him out of other Popiſh — 
once noting what had been replyed thereto, 

Lafily, I cannot omit the obſerve of Themar ab Abit in ſons 
Buccine tracl. 2+ Seth. 21. that before any can be aſſured of the in- 
fallible afliſtance of the Spirit given to Councils in their Judicial 
Deciſions, they cannot but be intaugled with a world — 
debates , as to what Councils, and in what caſes this infa ali 
ſtance is due, concerning the Convocation of Councils, the power 
of preſiding in them, the preſence of Dclegates from all Churches, 
the manner of Conciliary procedure , the number and weight of 
ſuffrages, their confirmation, and the reception of Councils by all 

es Do they not ſhut up Souls in inextricable Labyrinths, 
who make their Faith to hang on ſuch thorny diſputes ? I ſhall clofe 
this diſcourſe, — . — with three teſtimonics, two 
from Fathers, and a third froma famed modern Romanift. The 
firſt ſhall be from Athanaſms, Epift. de Synod. Arimin. & Selenc, pag · 
873 · edit. Pariſ. 1627. fruſira igitur ciremmeurſt antes prætexumt 
fidem ſe Synod»: pſtulure cum fit Icriptura potentior omnibus z that is, 
in vain do they run about, demanding Synods for eſtabliſhin Faith, 
ſeeing the Scripture is more-powerful than all Councils: The oche? 
is from Nazianzen, Epiſt. ad Procep. $4 vera ſcribere oportet , ita ani 
mz affetius ſum , ut omnia Epiſcoporum Conei ia fuziam , guoni am 
null ies Concilii finem letum fauftumque vidi; that is, to ſpeak the 
truth, I am ſo diſpoſed , that 1 de = to lee no more Councils, for 
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I neye: ſa any of them had. a good and comfortable iſſue. I do 
not ment ion this teſtimony of Naxiangen to diſcredit all Councils, 
God furbid, I impute only that whereot he complains to the ini- 
quity of thoſe times; yet by his teſtimony it clearly appears, that 
the Father judged not Councils abſolutely infallible. The third te- 
ſtimony from a modern Romaniſt, Thomas ab Albiis in Sono bucei - 
ne, tract. 2. Fell. 22. touches both Popes and Councils, where he 
compares the ( ſuppoſed) corruption ot the Rule of Faith made by 
Hereticks, (lo he defigns Proteſtants) to an Ulcer in the Skin, and 
outward parts of the body, which is not fo very dangerous; but 
he — the aſcribing of Judiciary 'Infallibility to Pope or 
Council, whezthy they are exalted above all that is called Grd, 
unto an Ulcer in the bowels , which diffuſes its poyſon through the 
vitals, and kills the perſon : And ſo much of this Argument 3. 
Argument 4. It there be an infallible viſible judge, he mu pro - 
ceed in giving definitions of Faith cither diſcurlively, or by Prophes» 
tical inſpiration , but by-neither of theſe ways can he proceed z er- 
go, Ce. It any chal the enumeration in the major, it con» 
cerns him to atlign way of his procedure, till which, I pro» 
cecd to confirm the minor. And 1. Doth this Judge proceed by 
Propbetical Inſpirdtion.?\ Are. all the Popes of Rome Prophets? Had 
Pope Piat the 4. Martin the 5. Engenizs the 4 Leo the 10. or the 
conſtituent Members of the Council of Conſt ance, Niſil, Florence, La- 
teran, ot Trent, Prophetical Inſpirations? Where are their cxtraor- 
dinary Credentials correſpondent to ſuch extraordinary Inſpirations? 
The Apoſtles ſpake with Tongues, and wrought Miracles: Had Pope 
Paul the 3. Julius the 3. Pius the 4. or the Trent Biſhops, ſuch 
Seals of their Apoltleſhip / Is there not as good cauſe to believe the 
Divine Infpirations of Jeluded Omzahers, as of Popes, or Papalings ? 
Muſt all be belicved-to be divinely inſpired, who lay they are? Hath 
not God left us a Rule by which to judge of Impoſtors? And what 
elſe is that Rule but the holy Scripture, Iſai+8-20. Is not this a good + 
ly iſſue of Papal infallibility ? Papifts and Quakers are not ſuch E- 
nemies as they would make the World believe. Sor? may think, 
pezhaps, I play upon Romaniſts, when 1 charge them with Enthuſi- 
aſms, but I do them no wrong „ it's the Doctrine of their own 
greatclt Authors. Stapleton contreve 4. q- 2+ in explicat, Art. No- 
1b. 4+ laith , That the Doctrine of the Church, undoubtedly be means 
this lallible viſible Judge, is diſcurſwa in mediis , but Prophetics 
[+4 in conclufuunibus , Divine and Prophetical in the concluſi- 
ons, 
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ons, though only diſcurſive in the premiſes. I doubt if more ludi- 
brious non-ſenſe, concerning Enthuſiaſms, ever dropt from a Qua- 
ker. Juſtly doth Judicieus River in Iſageg · ad Scripturam cap. 20. 
Sell. 8. cenſure this DeQrine of Srapletons , as repugnant to it ſelf, 


For to uſe diſcourſe toinfera concluſion , aud yet to expect that the 


concluſion ſhall not be inferred by argumentation , but only be ſug» 
geſted by Enthuſiaſm, or Divine Inſpiration » ef velle & nolle argu- 
mentari : Surely. the definitions of this infallible Judge not depend · 
ing upon the premiſes, nor being inferred by them, but being di- 
vinely inſpired, according to Stapleton, they cannot properly be con- 
duſions, but muſt be Divine Oracles ; is not this to eſtabliſh per- 
f;& Enthuſiaſm ? were this a truth, ought not the definitions of this 
infallible Judge be joyned to the holy Scripture ? Neither want there 
Authors among Romaniſts who aſſert this; as Teſtefort the Domini» 


can, cited by Rivet, cap · cit. Sef?. 9. who affumed, Sacram Seripturam 


conti ueri partim in hibliis part im in decretalibus Pomificum Romano 
ram : And Melchior Cauut, lib. 5. cap. 5 · teſtifies, that one of their 
Leamed Doctors affirmed in his preſence definitiones Concjliorum ad 
Sacram Seripturam pertinere, May I not here uſe the word of the 
Prophet, Jer. 23+ 28. What is the Chaff to the heat, ſoith: the 
Lord ? it may be enough to prove the fallhood of that way, that ma- 
ny eminent Doctors of the Romiſh perſwaſion are aſhamed of it, 
particularly Bell. lib. 4» de verb. Dei cap» 9. lib, 2. de Conciliis cap, 12. 
Melchior Canus lib. 2. cap. 7. Alpbonſus 2 Caſtro lib. 1. eq · S. Bec. 
trall. de fide cap, 2+ 9. 8. Seil. 4+ who all are aſhamed to aſſert, that 
Popes and Councils paſs out their definitions by immediate Revelati- 
ons: And the Univerſity of Paris, Anno 1626. emitted a Decree, 
condemning the forcſaid impious aſſertion of -Teftefart, as witneſſes 
Rivet Iſagog- cop» 20. Seft. g. who would have a more full account 
of the Fanaticilm and Enthuſiaſms of the Church of Rome, I remit 
them to D. Stilingfleet's late diſcourſe of Romiſh Idolatry , caps 4+ 
If therefore they ſay that this Judge procceds diſcuſively, whic 

was the other branch of the Aſſumption , 1 argue agaiuſt them thus: 
1+ Then this infallible Judge muſt have a clear and infallible, yea, and 
a publick ground (for now he proceeds not by ſecret Enthuſiaſm ) 
from which he deduces his defanitionsz and if the Judge antecedent - 
ly to his definitions have a clear ground to believe that which he is 
to define , why may not others alſo believe upon the ſame clear 
grounds, without the ſentence of an infallible viſible Judge ? Cer- 


- tainly either the Judge defines an Article of Faith, which himſelfdoes 
not 
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not believe, but conſcquently to his own definition, atid becauſe 
he fays it himſelf, or it he believe it before he define it, then an in- 
fallible viſible Judge is not neceſſary 3 For that, without which Faith 
may be had, is not ſimply neceſſary to Faith, but Faith may be had 
without the ſentence of an irifallible viſible Judge, as appears in that 
antecedent Act of Faith which the Judgt bath before his own ſen- 
tence; therefore the ſentence of an infallible viſible Judge is not ſim- 
2 Faith: or if Romatiſls will needs till maintain it 
e ee e Jadge bath Faith aotecodemtY t 
| » not becaule t e hath Faith a ently to 
his ſentence. Is it not a Noble Poſition which drives the Aﬀerters 
thereof either upon the Rock of Enthuſiaſm , or elſe involves them 
in a contradictionꝰ But ſecondly, this Judge procecding diſcurſively 
in his definition of Faith, is fallible in the premiſes » ergo, he is falli- 
ble alſo in the concluſion : The ſequel is clear, it being impollible to 
deduce a true conclufion from falſe premiſes. Whatever may ſeem to 
follow ratione — yet gothing can ratiove materie , ſeeing, as 
Philoſophers demonſtrate, Ae concluſionis attingit aljeclum pra- 
miſſurum , if therefore the premiſes he falſe , the concluſion muſt be 
likewiſe falſe : The antecedent is a ledgee by Romaniſts themes 
ſelves. Hence Stapleton, contrev. 4. 9. 2+ in exphic. arte Notab..2. Kee 
clefia in ſingulis mediis non habet infallibilitatem & peculiarem S. Sam- 
ai direclionem ſed poteſt in illis adbibendir probabili interdum non (en 
per neceſſaria colletione ati. Ratio eff quia Eccleſiaſtici non babent ſci · 
entie divine plenitudinem, fic de ſiipſo dixit Auguſt. Epiſt. 119. cap» 
11- in Seripturis $anttis multd interdum plura ncſciunt quam ſciunt, 
nibilominus Eccleſia in conclufione fidei ſemper eſt certiſima, Let me 
now appeal all knowing perſons , if either Scripture or Fathers do 
teſtifie , that God gifts any with infallibility in the concluſion , and 
not alſo in the premiſes : Were not the Apoſtles infallible in both ? 
Seeing therefore Popcs ſucceed not to Peter in his infallibility in the 
—— „neither do they (ſucceed him in his infallibility in the con- 
uſion. 

Arg. 5. Irs impoſſible for Romaniſts , eſpecially the Jeſuited par- 
ty, according to their Principle, to know infallibly who is truly Pope, 
or which is truly a lawful Councils ergo, it's impolſible that they 
can infallibly reſolve their Faith upon the ſentence of an infallible 
vilible Judge : The ſequel is good, becauſe that they may reſolve 
their Faith upon the feſtimony of an irfallible judge, it is neceſſary 
that they know him to be ſuch , and there is none pactending to be 

that 
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thatinfallible Judge, but either Pope or General Council, or both 
joyntiy. The antecedent is proved by a threefold medium. 1+ From 
the caſe of Schiſm. 2. Of Simony. 3. Of the want of due intenti- 
ons in the Miniftry of Sacraments. 1 ſay firſt from the 22 $ 
there have been many grievous Schiſmes in the Romiſh not. 
withſtanding their vain pretence of Unity. Onzpbrixs in Cbronol. 
Pontife. reckons out no leſs than thirty, one of which laſted from 
Voaban the ſixth to the Council of Conſtance, no fewer than fiſty 
years, if we believe Onwpbrizs. There have been two or three Popes. 
at once; Alter in alicrum ſeviebat, faith Genebrard : All this while 
Bell. confeſſes, lib. 4. de Pontific. cap. 14, that it wa; an hard matter 
to 75 which of them was the lawful Pope. Was all Chriſtian 
Faith gone from the Church becauſe of the uncertainty of this infal- 
lible Judge 2. The ſame is more luculently confirmed from the caſe 
of Simony. It's acknowledged by Romaniſta, that Simony makes 
void the Election of a Pope, as is held out by Graman in the Canon 
Law, Cauſa 1. 9 1. exp. 2. Now that there have been many Simo- 
nixcal intruſions into the Papal Chair, is as evident as that any in 
thoſe late times poſſeſſed ic without Simony. Hence Platine in vita 
Sylveſtri 3. eo tune Pontificatns devener at ut qui plus largitione valeret it 
tantummod) dignitatis gradum bonis oppreſſts & rejectis obtineret, & e. 
The Papacy in thoſe days was come to that paſs, that he who by Bri- 
bery could do moſt, alone obtained the dignity, good men being op · 
preſſed and rejected; which cuſtom, ith nin, would to God our 
times did not itill retain: And Sp:ndanus, ad Annuam 1033. brings 
in Glaber thus complaining. H ſedes Apeſtoliea, Alaſs thou Apolto- 
lical See, which in the days of old was the glory of the world, art 
now, oh ſhame !' bzcome Simoniz officins, the Shop. and Forge of Si- 
mon Mug, and Hammers continually are beating on the Anvil to 
make helliſh coyn- You may bave heard of Genebrards complatnat,that 
in the {pace of 150 years, from Jeb 8. to Les the g. the Papal Chair 
was poſſeſſed with Apoſtatick Poges , who entered in ox per off inns 
ſed per peſtie am, not by the Gate, but by the Poltern. Once I 
thought upon the teſtimony of Cicarella, in vita S xti 5+ that Six+ 
tus 5+ had come to the Papal Chair with as much innocency from W. 
moniacal Pænſation, as many of the late Popes; but now 1 find that 
his entry alſo was both Simoniacal and perfidious, whereof the 
Reader may receive a full account from Henry Fauli / Hiſt, of Romiſh 
Freaſons, lib. 3. cap. 2+ from which that Author concludes the nulli · 
ty of the Elections of ſundry ſucceeding Popes, not only of Urban 7. 
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Greg · 1. and Tenocent g. but alſo bf Clement g;. to all whoſe EleRi- 
ons did concur # multitude of Cardinals who had bcen created by 
Situs 5+ a Simoniacal Pope, and con{cquently a non habente poteſta- 
tem. Is any thing more cvident from Hiſtory than the Simoniacal 
intruſion of Bonifact 8. Alexander 6. Cc · Nay, ſeeing theſe Smoni · 
acal tranſaQions may be ſo ſecretly conveyed, that it is impollible to 
know — enters the Papacy without them; therctore it cannot be 


who truly is Pope. The Simoniacal entry of Six- 
tu , probably had never been diſcovered, had not Sixtzs vio» 
lated his Simoniacal contract made with Aloyſms 4 Cardinal de Eſte, 
which provoked the Cardinal to tranſmit the original contract ſub- 
ſcribed by Sixtzs own hand to Philip the Second King of Spain, 
who being lately diſobliged by the Pope, threatned toaccuſe lym of 
Simony in a Council at Audaluſia; but the ſpeedy death of Sixtus 
prevented the Proceſs. 3. The ſame is yet turther confirmed from 
the Popiſh Doctrine of Aending the efficacy of Sacraments from the 
intention of the Miniſterr there f, according to the Decrecs of the 
Councils of Florence in Inſtruit Armen. and of Trent, Seſſ. 14+ cap«6. 
and from the Bull of Les the tenth againit Luther 3 therefore it's im · 
- poſlibleto know infallibly if theſe who paſs for I pes or Biſbops , be 
; oy by — Pnefts, yea or baptizcy , <4 ntly they cannot 
infallibly know whether any who were in the Coun. | ot treat were 
capable to be conſtituent members of a Council. I cvils of the 
' Adverſaries againſt this laſt inſtance were confuted, cap. 1. 

Arg · 6. Both Pope and Council, who only are pretended to be 
this infallible Jodge „ may err in queſtions of Fact; thetefore alſo 
in queſtions of Faith, the antccedent is couſeſſed by Romanilts them - 

ſelves. Hence Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif. cap. 2. ſaith, Tondeniunt omnes 
Catholici poſſe Pont iſicem vel eum concilio generali errare in controverſiis 
fadli particularibus , que cx informatione teftimoniiſque bominum pr = 
cipne- pendent ; that is, all Romanilts agree , that not only the Pope 
as Pope, but alſo with a General Council may err in matters of 
Fact. If any will adopt that new notion of the Jcluits of Clermont, 
chat the Pope is infallible, wy matters — Yor: be 2 firlt ani wer 
the arguments brought iu the contrary by t their own part 
bore I waſte rg confuting (© 8 a falſhood nd the 
rather; ſeeing my Adverſary yiclds, pag. 43 · that their infallible Judge 
may err in-matters of fall. The {cquel is clear, fecing the deciſions 
of many queſtions of Faith with them, have ſuch dependance 
queſtions of Fact, that it the Judge err in the queſt. on of Fact, he 
9 ; cannot 
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cannot but err in the queſtion of Faith. To prove this, I ſhall ſa- 
tisfic my ſelt with theſe two inſtances, a4 bomine mn, againſt Roma · 
niſts. Firſt, all Articles of Faith are not contained in Scripture ac- 
cording 1 but ſome ure only to be fetched from Traditions. 
When therefore this viſible Judge is to determine a, point not contain- 
cd in Scripture, to be an Article of Faith, he can have no evidence 
thereot but from Tradition, nor of the Tradition, but by the te- 
ſtimonies of Hiſtories and Records of Antiquity, &. Now is it not 
a meer matter of Fact, whether Records of Antiquity b: genuine or 
corrupted? whether the relation of 'Hiſtorians be true or talle ? and 
theretore- this viſible Judge may be deceived as to theſe , and con- 
ſequently concerning the Article of Faith, whoſe evidence depends 
thereupon. But leſt 1-ſhould ſeem only to argue upon a rarely con- 
tingent ſuppoſition, take a late example: When the Pope and 
Council ot Treus defined the number of the Books of holy Scrip- 
ture, and determined the Apocriphal Books to be Cmonical, they 
had no ground to walk on but Tradition, and here undoubtedly 
the it Extour, in matter of Fact, led them to an errour in matter of 
Faith; for theſe Apocriphal Books were never received by Univerſal 
Tradigion , ſure not by Metito , Fwſtin Martyr, Athanafins, Hierom, 
the Couucil of Loadices, yea, nor by Greg · 1+ as D. Coſins hath fully 
demonſtrated ia his Scholaſtical Hiſtory ot the Canon of Scriptures, 
The other inſtance I give,is from the Canonization of Saints, where- 
in he proceeds mcerly upon humane teſtimonies of the Sanity and 
Miracles of ſuch a perſon , in which undoubtedly there may be des 
ceit aud ſa ſhood, as Cajetan and ſothet Romiſh Authors confels 
which cannot but infer Errour, in point of Faith, among Romaniſts. 
K it not aqueſtion of Faith, whether ſuch a one as Ignatins, Xavier, 
e. may be invocatcd as Saints ? conſequently fallibility, in matter 
ot Fact, cannot but infer fallibility in matter of Faith. 

Arg. 7. Who ever pretend to be 3 infallible viſible Judge of 
controverkes of Faith, either have ndt-Jurifdiction over the whole 
Catholick Chaſch, or the Church may be without them; ergo, there 
is not a neceſſity ot ſuch an infallible viſible Judge, as is deſcribed 
in the ſtate of the controverlic : The ſequel is evident, b<caule the 
aſſerting of the necellity of an infallible Judge, among other things, 
imports theſe two, as was-ſhewed in ſtating of the controvertie. 
1+ A Juridical Authority over the whole Catholick Church. 2. That 
the Church can in no calc want that. Judge. If therefore that Judge 
have not Juriſdiction over the whole Church, or the Church may be 

H without 
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without him , there is no neeſſity of ſuch an infallible Judge 26 Ro- 
maniſts do contend fer ; The antecedent is eaſily proved, that a 
truly Oecumenick Council hath juriſdiction over the whole Church 
is not Cenicd 7, but it is clcar, that the Church may be without Ge- 
neral Councils, The firſt 300 years , from that Council of Ferwſs- 
lem, Ad. 15, until the Nicene, there was none, when the Church 
was ſo much toſſed with Perſecution and Heteſie. There have been 
long intervals bctwixt General Councils; theſe divers hundred 
years really, there have been none: How much the Councils of Con- 
ſtance, Bifil, Florence, Piſa, and the Latcran under Leo the tenth, are 
queſtioned by Romaniſts themſelves, is ſuſhciently known, Many 
Learned men, aSGemilletus, Joachims, Vrſinus, have demonſtrated 
that the Council of Trent was neither free, nor general, nor Ortho- 
dox. Since the Trent Conventicle, Papiſts themſelves pretend not to 
a General Council, nor is there probability in haſt of any; ergo, if 
a Council, or Pope and Council c6njunRly. be Judge, yet there is no 
neceſſity thereof, Ceing the Church may be, and often hath been 
without that Judge : It it be ſaid that the Church never wants Oc» 
cumenick Councils when her neceflity requires them, it is cafily re- 
pelled, there were many controverſies of Faith to be decidedgin the 
hrlt three Centuries concernivg Rebaptization , the Millennium, &c. 
yet all that time there was no O:cumenick Council. Are there not 
controverlies at preſent in the Roman Church betwixt Jeſuits 
and I inſeniſts, Dominicans and Jſuits, — Domini- 
cans? How many dcbates ate among them concerning the ſenſe of 
many ot the Tridentine Canons ? Is there not need ot one Ozcume- 
nick Council, it that could terminate the debates of Chriſtendom ? 
If therctore the definition of à lining infallible Fudge , as oppoſed to 
a written jnanimate rule, be neceflary for the reſolution of Faith, 
then either God is wanting in providing for the neceſſities of his 
Cnurch , which were Blaſphemy to aflert, or an Oecumenick Coun- 
which very rarely fits (yea ſome doubts if ever, at leaſt ſince that 
cf Jcraſalem, Aft. 15. and therefore ſpare not to call it a Black 
Swan  caunct be that living Judge. As ſor the Pope alone, neither 
15 he ablolurely neceſſary, nor haththe Juriſdiction over the whole 
Church. 1 fiy firſt he is not neceſſary, the Church may be without 
him. not only in the intet vals bet wixt the death of Popes, and the 
Election of their Suect ſſors, ſometimes for two, ſom times tor ſe- 
ven years, but eſpecially in ciſe of illegitimate intruders, of whom 
HiRory gives a large acccunt ;; neither when they arc, have they Ju- 
ri{diction 
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| an Tufallible Judge. 15 
ri(diction over the whole Catholick Church. Let the Biſhops ot 
Rome produce their Patent for ſuch an Univerſal Juriſdiction , aud it 
(hall be diſproved. Certainly the Ancient Church believed no ſuch 
thing: Had Cyprian and Firmiliax believed this Sapremacy and in- 
fallibility of the Pope, would thoſe holy Fathers ſo ſcdtattly with- 
ſtood the determination of the Pope in matter of Rebaptization : 
N id the Fathers of the Council of Chaleedn believed it, would they 
have given cqual priviledges to the Patriarch of Con!tantin-ple * Had 
Auſtis and the African Church believed it, would they have pro- 
nounced ſuch ſevere D:erees againſt chem that appealed to Rome ? 
Sceing then the Pope hath no Naiverfal Iuriſdiction, and both he 
and General Councils may be wanting, there is no neceſſit y of them 
as the infallible viſible Judge, with power to pals obligative ſenten» 
ccs on the whole Catholick Church; ard beſide them, there is none 
who lay claim to ſuch a Prerogative. 

Arg. 8. The Ancient Church acknowledged no infallible viſible 
Judge hnce the Apoſtolick Age ergo, this Notion mult be a novel 
invention of Romaniſts: The ſcquel being clear, an Army of teſti - 
monies from Fathers might be brought to cor-farm the antecedent. 
For brevity lake, let Hierom and Auſtin ſpeak for the reſt; Hierom in 
Epiſt, 62+ ad Therph. Alex. Scits me aliter habere Apoſtolo: , aliter reli- 
quos tractatore i, illss ſemper vera dicere, iſtos in quibuſdam ut homines 
errare, I make a difference betwixt the Apoſtles and other Writers, 
thoſe always ſpake truth; but theſe in ſome things did err. Ain 
Epiſt. 11 2+ ad Paulinum , that which is confirmed by the Authority of 
holy Scripture , is without doubt to be believed, aliis vero teſtibus vel 
teſtimoniis , but for ether witneſſes or teſtimonies , ye may receive or re- 
jedt them as ye find they have more or leſt weight of reoſan» Many 
more ſuch teſtimonies are brought by D. Barros, Apod. Cat bol. tracl. F. 
cap. 18, and viudicated from the forged gloſſes ot Tanner, Gretſer, 
and other Jeſuits: It's a piteous evaſion , thas thoſe Fathers di not on 
compare the. Scripture with the writings of private Fathers, but not with 
the definitions of Peper and Comnncilsz, tor they expreſly oppoſe the 
Scripeures to all writings beſide the Canon of Scripture, Ania E- 
pid. 1 9+ Solis Seripturarum libris didici bunc honorem deferre , ut nul+ 
lum emum ſcribendo erriſſe firmiſſime credam :; Yea, expreſly he com- 
pares Szriptures with Councils, lib. ad Donat poſt collat. cap. 15. and 
lib. deunit. Eccleſ. cap. 18. and cap. 19. and lib. 2. de bapt. contra 
Donat. cap. 3. But not to inliſt on that which is ſo copiouſly done by 
others, Auſtins opinion in this is ſo clear, that I only delize you to 
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bear the confeſfion of Occam, Part 3. Dial. tradl. 1. lib. 3. cap 24. 
It is t be nnd, faith he, than Auſtin ſpeaking of other Writers beſide x 
the Pen-men of the Scripture , makgs no difference of theſe Nn Cano- 
wical Writers , whetber they be Popes, or other whether they write in 
Ciuncil , or out. of Council, the ſame judgment ircto be paſſed. n 
them. *, 5 
Arg. 9. I Popiſh Arguments be valide, why the Scriptures can | 
* not be the ground of. Faith, and terminate controverſies of Religi- 
on, then ucither can the Sentences of Pope or Council, whether 
taken (eparately or conjunctly : For they may he retorted with equal 
force upon the dehnitions ct Popes and Councils, as ſhall, God wil- 
ling, appear in the next. Chapter. 

It were calie to accumulate moregrguments frem Scripture, Rea - 
ſon, and Antiquity, againſt.this abſurd. politivn of Romaniſts, con- 
cerning the necellity of an infallible viſible Judge 3 but, I hope, theſe 
may ſuffice > who deliderate mare, I remit them to #bittaker , con- 
tr. 3. de concil. q. 6+ a:ntrave 4+ de Pontif. g. G. to Ri tet Iſageg · caps 
20, to H Barron Apodex. cap» tract. 5. cap. 56. Cc. to Chillingworth 
cap. 2 3+ to the L. Falk{and his Di ſcourſe, together with H. H. Re- 
view of the Apology ; to D. Shirman again, F. Fobnſon , to D. Stil- 
ling flcet's Rational Account of the grounds. of the Proteſtant Reli · 
gion, Part. 1. cap«$. to NM. PooPs.nullity of the Romilh Faith, cap, 
4. to Tomb's Romaniſm diſcuſlcd in Anſwer to H. I. his Manual of 
Controverſies, Art. g. d c. As for the arguments which the Pampble« 
ter attributes to ut, from pag- 44+ t» 48. albcit he gives piteous An- 
ſwers to divers of them, yet becauſe they are ot his on framing, 

2 and he adheres not to the Arguments propounded by me, againtd 
M. Denner, I thought not fit to blot Paper ac the time,in;canvaſing 
his Anſwers thereumo. Infallibility is a ſpecious notion 3 but under 
pretence of an infallible Judge, to draw Soub-of ftom building their 
Faith upon the infallible Rule of holy Scripture, to teſt on the di- 
ates ot fallible and fallacious men, js to overturn the very Baſis 
of Ghriſtian Religion, inſomuch that Reyerend Fo/eph Hall, in his | 
Xs Peace with Rome, Sed. 5. ou this very account aſlerts, Reconcilia* | 
ten with Rome t be imp ſſible. | 

I ſhut up this part ot the D:bate with the cenſeſſian of. M. Creſ+ | 
{y , a hate Apoſtate to Popery . Exom J. caps 46. Sed. 3. where he ac» | 
knowledge the untortunatencls of the word I:fzilibility, aud pro- 
teſſes he could tind no ſuch word ig any Council, that no neceility 
appeared to him, that he, or any Proteflant, ſhould cver have heard 
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that word named, much leſs preſſed with ſo much earneſtneſs , as 
of late it hath been generally in Diſputations, and in Books of Can» 
troverſies and that Ni. Chilliygwerth combates this word with too 
mugh ſacceſsy and therefore he wiſhes tHat Proteſtants may never 
be invited to combate the Authority A the Church under that no- 
tion. I know M. Creffy finding that the I ſuited Party were ofſend - 
ed at this freedom , made a kind of Retractation for this z but how 
difingenuwoufly and unfortunately , is ſhewed by D. Till1ſow in the 
Rule of Faith, Part. 2. Set, 4 pag. 131, 
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The Pampb leser Objedliomt for the neceſſity of an Infallible vi- 
ſible Judge, diſeuſſed. 


T now remains that I conſider what ſeems to be of any moment 
1. the Pampbleters Objedbians : They may be reduced to two 
Heads. 1+ Scripture mit aken. 2. Abuſed Authority of Fathers, I (hall 
rake a little notice of both, 

Tirſt then from Scripture , in his Se. 3. page 38. he ſcrapes to- 

gether theſe teftimonics , Deut. 17. $. Mate 18. 17. Mat. 16. 19. he 

ſhould have ſaid, Mat. 18. 28. 20. 1 Tim. 3. 13. he ſhould ha ve ſaid 

5. the Pillar and ground of Truth: And to make his Progreſs ſcem 

com pleat, Was nct (ſaith he) the Church Judge in Religion for the 
firſt two tbouſamd years , before any Scriptares were writtens To which 
I reply : 1+ That the Pamphleter ſeems to have forgot his Theſis : 
Is he not to prove that there is an infalible viſible Judge * Ought he 
not then to make uſe of a iim, the Faith whereot doth not de- 
pend upon the teſtirwony of this infallible Judge ? Is not the Faith of 
the Scriptures, their D. vine Original, the ſincerity of the Tranſlation, 
and ſenſe of the words, grounded, according to this Romaniſt, upon 
the teſtimony of the infallible judge ? What a jugling circulation 
then is this, to prove the intallibility of the Judge by 'Scriprure 
which, according to them, I cannot belicve, till firſt I ſubſcribe to 
the infallibility et the judge? How have Berau, Greiſcr, Turnbul, ec, 
toiled to {weating, to extricate themſelves, yet (till they remain ſhut 
np ina circle belicving the Scripture for the teſtimony ot their in- 
fallble judge, and the 1nfallibility of che Judge tor the Scriptures; 
as may appeat by the arguing of this Circulator. But ſecondly, 
Duth not this milcrable Pamphleter cut the throat of. ths own caulc? 
: For 
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For p1g-39 he aſſerts , "That the Supreme Fudicatery, whoſe Infal i - 
bility ir proved by thiſe $:riptures , 1s 4 General Council compoſed of 
all- rhe Biſhops and Paſtors of the Church, Now lure it is, that there 
v no ſuch General Council ma the Church at preſznt , nor do Roma- 
aiſts alledge there hath been any theſe hundre1 years. How imper - 
tinently then were cheſe Scriptares brought to prove the actual exi- 
ſtence of the infallible viſible Judge ? or if the General Council be 
that , then it evidently tollo ys, that the Church may be witty 
out that Jadge , elſe Gzneral Councils ſhoul4 fit without intermilſi · 
on. Thirdly, The utmoſt that can be collected from theſe Scriptures 
is, that Councils have Judiciary Authority , that proper General 
Councils have Supreme Eccleſiuſtick Juriſdiction for-decition of con- 
troverſies of Religion, and have peculiar promiſes ot Divine Alf - 
ſtance for hitting on the right ſenſe of Scripture , eſpecially in things | 
that are neceſſary to Salvation, providing they lincerely uſe the 

means appointed by God, which Proteſtants do not deny, M this 

were all intended bytheſe Scriptures, non infertur elenchus : Far hence 

it docs not follow, that Councils (hall always be, or that the major 

part in General Councils ſhall. fiacercly uſe the means appointed by 

God for finding out truth, or that in their deciſions they never ſhall . 

deviate from truth, (far leſs that an Aſl.mbly of the Popes ſworn 

Vaſſals (ſuch as were thoſe that aſſembicd at Irent) are a lawful Ge- 

neral Council, or havecither Juriſdiction over the whole Catholick 
Churchy or iafallibility in their deciſions. Let all the Jcſuits in Exe 

rope try it they can hammer out this concluſion out ot any, or all 

thoſe gcriptures.: Fourthly, Have not Learned Proteſtants a thouſand 

times vindicated thoſe Scriptures from the corrupt gloſſes of Roma'- 

niſts / Ought not this Pamphleter, had he intended to ſatishe any 

jadicious Reader, have contuted the exceptions of Proteſtants a- 

gainſt their Popiſh glaſſes? But it ſcems our Miſſionaries do ſo bru- 

tiſie the reaſon of their Proſelites, that they ſwallow down all their 

Dictites, how irrational ſoever, as infallible aul unanſwerable O- | 
racles. I will not trouble this Pamphleter to read large Volums, ri- | 
fling of Pamphlets appears to have becn his greateſt ſtudy , 4 (ball ... 
only remit him to M. Pools ſhort, but judicious Tractate ot the nul - 
lity of the Romiſh Faith , where hc will find all thoſe Scriptures, 
and many more to this purpoſe, ſolidly vindicated : Dent. x 7+ B. in 
his cap» 2. Sed. 1 2. Mat. 18. 17. in his caps 4. Sell. 15, Mat. 1 6. 19. 
in his cap 2.-Std, 7,8, 9. Mat. 28. 20-in his cap. 4+ Sed. 18. 1 Tim. 
3. 15, inhis cap, 4, Fell. 14. Let hitthly , leſt 1 ſhould diſmiſs the 
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Reader with any diſſatisfaction, I will give a touch of all the parti- 
culars mentioned in the Objection. 
I begin with tbe 2000 years wherein be ſayr tbe Church war Judpe 
b fore the Scriptures were written. But what then? is the caſe then 
and now alike? then the Church had no written/Scripture. Does it 
therc tote follow, that now it hath none citheg? Was the Church 
Judge in queſtions of Religion? Q«id boe ad rifmbune , — the 
queſhon , whether the Church , that is, the Rulers or Paſtors / con- 
vened ina Synod, have a Juridical power? is not the queſtiun, whe- 
ther theſe Repreſentatives be abſolutely infallible in their decifions of 
Faith? is a Judicial Authority and Infallibility terms reciprocal / 
Wyguld he pull down the Thrones of Princes, becauſe they arrogate 
not Infallibilicy ? If he would have concluded any thing, he ſhould 
have ſaid, in the Church, in thoſe days, there was a ſtanding ordi- 
nary infallible viſible Judge, with Juriſdition over the whole 
Church. If this he go about to prove, he will endeavour to derive 
thc Pedigree of their Popes and Councils higher than 1 thought they 
pretended, I imagined Peter had been the firſt of the S. ries, but 
now, it's like, they will aſcend to Adam: I have looktupon Platins 
and Ouupbrius Catalogues of Popes, but there I find not the Cata- 
logue ot Antedilavian and Anteſcriptu-al Popes, from the Creation 
until Miſes time , which, it the Pamphleter look over his Chrono» 
logick Tables again , will be found-to exceed 2000 years. ' In theſe 
times the Church had the ſame Doctrine, for ſubſtance, which now 
is written in the Scriptures, taught by Patriarchs and Prophets, and 
conveyed by Oral Tradition from Parents to Poſterity: But becauſe 
Tradition iu it felt was not fo (ate a way for preſerving Religion in 
its purity , therefore the Lord was pleaſed to prorogate the lives of 
Patriarchs to many Centuries : Ad iu lived till Metbuſelab was above 
200 years old, Metbuſelab lived till Sem was near an to, and Sem 
out- lived Abraham: So that this Tradition needed not paſs through 
more than two hands, betwixt Adam and Abrabam , for the ſpace 
ot more than acoo years; and withal he raiſed extraordinary Pro» 
phets , as Enoch, and others. Yet notwithſtanding all theſe extra- 
ordinary Adminicles, how foon was Religion corrupted, and the 
World over- ſpread with Idolatry and Polythciſm ? But laying aſide 
<xtraordinaty Prophets, which the Lord then and in after times rai- 
{cl up, it's more than all the combination of Jeſuits can prove, that 
in that intetſtice of time, there was an ordivary ſtanding infallible 
viublc judge with Juriid. ion over the whole Church; which it he 
prove 
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. cond 


ve not, he muſt let me tell him, peceat ignoratione elenchi. 

I ſhut up my Reply to this branch of the Objection with two re- 
maiks: The firſt is, that Romaniſts do not agree among themſclvcs 
concerning their inferences from the ſtate of the Church before the 
writing ot Scripture z M. Serjeant, and thoſe of the Traditionary 
way, do only conclude from it, that Oral Tradition is an infallible 
mean of conveying truth down to Poſterity. But the Jcluited party. 
as appears by this Pamphleter, would conclude from it, the neceſſity 
of an infallible viſible Judge : Their diſagreement in this, and other 
matters, are a ſhrewd preſumption that they neither have an infal- 
hble Judge, nor yet infallible Tradition. But ſecondly + Learned 
"Tillotſon. in his Rule of Faith , Pars. 1. Secf. 4. acutely inverts this 
whole argument, for in that the Lord committed the Doctrine of 


Religion to writing, after that the World had experienced the un- 
\ Cucceisfulnels of the former way it ſeems to be 2 good evidence, 


that this way by Scripture is the better and more ſecure : It bein 


the way of. Divine Diſpenſations, to proceed from that which is 
perfect, to that which is more; and he conceives the Apoſtles rea · 
; ſonipg concerning the two Covenants, Heb. $. 7. to be very applica- 


ble to theſe two methods of conveying Religion. If the firſt had 
been faultleſs, then ſhould no place. have been ſought for the ſe» 


But perhaps he is happier in his next Allegation , from Dent. 15.8. 
&c« where there is a Fudge in the Church of the Jews to be obeyed, in 
matters of Law and Religion, under pain of death. Who ices not how 
inconſequential the argument is from the Jewiſh Church tu the Chri- 
ſtian? The Jewiſh High · Pricſis did marry, neither were any capa» 
ble of the Prieſthood among them but the children of Pricſts : Will 
Romaniſts grant this _ to hold in the Chriſtian Church? 
5 one man could be competent to govern au National Church, 
ſuch as the Jewiſh was, ſhut up in one little ſpot of the earth, 
doth it follow that one man is as capable of an Univerſal Monarchy 
over the Catholick Church diſperſed through the whole earth? Yet 
neither trom this place can be proved the 1nfallibility of the Jewiſh 


: . or Sanedrim, elſe they ſhould have been infallible, not 
only 


in matters of Faith, but allo of Fact: For there is expreſly 
mention made of queſtions of Fact, v. $. between blood and —_ 


. plea and plea, firoke and ttroke , all which are to be decided by 


teſlimonies of men; and in ſuch, Romanifts acknowledge both Popes 
and Councils to be ſallible. In that Commithon Deut. 17. 8, 9. the 


Judge, 
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Jadge, or Civil Magiſtrate, is joyned with the Prieſts, an the peo- 
ple are commanded equally to acquieſce in the ſentence of both, un- 
der pain of death. I ſuppoſe he will not, becauſe of this, grant in- 
fallibility to the Magiſtrate 3 how then can he infer from it the infal- 
libility of the Church Repreſentative ? But were the Jewiſh High · 
prieſts and g anedrim infallible ? I ſhall not ſtand to enquire how 
Aaron the High- Prieſt was ſtained with Idolatry, Exod. 33. 4 5+ how 
Urizb the High Pricſt did make an idolatrous Altar, altcr the Altar 
of Damaſut, 2 King. 16. 11. or what meant theſe general com- 
plaints, Iſai. 56. 10. Jer. 6. 13. Jer. 14+ 14. H. 9. S. Exch, 22+ 
25,26. Ce. all which he will tind vin dicated from the exceptions 
of Romaniſts , by Learned Whittaker , de C neil. g. 6+ cap · 3+ 1 only 
enquire, whether the High-Prieſt and S.zxcdrim did ett, when they 
condemned Chriſt as an Impoſtor and Blaſphemer ? it they did, as 
none but Ii fidels can deny, then the Jewiſh Sancdrim was not infalli» 
ble ; only it may be asked, how did God command obedience to the 
Sanedrim, under pain of death, if they were not infallible ? This 
Query might be anſwercd by another: Do the Penal Statutes of 
Princes, under pain cf death, prove them to be infallible} Was it 
not (aid to Foſhne , Whyſoever will not bearken to the, let him be put 
to death ? But I anſwer abſolute ly, that the active obedicuce to be gi · 
ven to the Jewiſh S auedrim, was only when they gave ſentence ac» 
cording to the Law- This is clcar from the Text, v. 9, 10 Thou ſhal 

obſerve to do according to all that they if,rm thee, a cording to the ſen- 
texce of the Law which they all teach thee. Learned Rivet in Cathol. 
Orthod. trail. 1. g. 8. obſerves the place to be thus ſenſed by famous 

Authors in the Romiſh Church; by Cajetan, the Author ot the Gl 
ſs Ordinaria, Lyranus , and Hicrom Oleaſtriut; aud that -Lyranus 
from the reſtriction , according to the Law, refutes that abſurd gloſs 
of the Jewiſh Rabbins, that if the Judge ſhould ay that the right 
hand were the left, and the left hand the right, alis ſententia eſt 
tenendaꝭ like to which is that forecited ſaying of Bell. lib. 4+ de Pen- 
tif. cap. 5. It the Pope command Vice, and prohibit Vertue , the 
Church were bound to believe Vice to be good, and Vertue evil: But 
we have not ſo learned Chriſt; the Judge was to give ſcutence ace 
cording to the Law, or as Exck 44. 24+ Acc erdi ig tothe Judg- 
ments of the Lord. I am not ignorant ot the ordinary Cavil of R- 
maniſis, that then the people were to judge of the ſentence of the Sane- 
drim, whether it were according to the Law. | diltinguith : They were 
to judge of the ſentence of the Saucdrim by an Authoritative judg- 


I meut z 
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t it docs not follow, by judgment of diſcretion, in order to 
their own practiſe, I graut. This Romaniſts cannot deny, unlcſy 
they would de veſt the prople ot Reaſon , and turn them into Bruns, 
When Romiſh Milhonaries labour to Proſclite people tothe Romiſh 
perſwafion, do thy not labour to convince them, that it's more ra» 
tional to believe their Church, than to adhere to the Religion of 
P. oteſtints / Is not this to grant them a judgment of diſcretion ? 
How then cin they condemn us for that which para» ver 
Excellently ſaid Clemens Alix. Stromat. lib. . Alter, TH Kart: 
anvrize basel nal anderer 1d yieuew , anulss amd oy priveure, 
I contcls the Learned Grotizs in loc. will not have theſe words, a- 
coding to the Law, to be reſiriftive ; yet he denics that from the 
place the infallibility of the Sauedrim can be concluded, the ſcope 
of the Statute being not to cnjoyn all to believe what the Sanedrim 
did Decree, but only nm contra agere, non contra dicere 3 not to act 
or teach contrary to the®ſentence of the Saxcdrim. How warrant- 
ably he thus gloſſes, is not my concern now to examines only it over - 
turns the notion of infallibility. 

But are we notcommanded to bear the Church? Mat. 18. 17. Tes. 
Bat dozs it therefore follow that the Church, that is, her Paſtors al- 
ſembled in a General Council, cannot err in matters of Faith? who 
would not {mile at ſuch an inference ? Are we not allocommanded, 
C hear not only the Catflolick Church in her Oecumenick Councils, 
but alſo in National or Pcovincial Aſſemblics; yea, and particular 
Paſtors, Luke 10. 17. He that bearath you , beare;b me: Vet Roma» 
niſts, 1 hope, will not thence conclude either Provincial or National 
Aſſemblics , let be. particular Paſtors, infallible, Can any Romaniſt 
prove that the Church, Mat. 18. 17. is only taken for a Pope, or 
General Council? Is there a Text in all the Bible where the Church 
fzniti's the Pope of Rome? Tappcal all the Order of ]:(ujts to in- 
ttance it it they can. Doth not the word Church, in this Scripture, 
comprchen all thoſe Churches which cognoſce ot cftences ? it there- 
fore that S:ripture furniſh one argument tor infallibility, then the 
particular Churches of Scotland and England might claim infallibili- 
ty as well as Rome: Is it not cvident from that context, Mat, 18. 17. 
that there we arc commanded to hear and obey the Church in her 
Cenſures ; and yet Romanitts cinnot deny, but in he Cenſures ſhe 
may crr, and procecd clap? crrante, beciuſe in her deciſions of 
that kind, ſhe depends on humane teſtimony, Sce Lombard lib. 4+ 
c ut. dit. 18. it's manitclt theretore nothing ein be concluded thence 
a> 


— 


2 Tufallible Juilge. 59 
as to infallibility. But how then dre we commanded to hear the 
+ Church? - Anſwr+ In ſo lar as ſhe adheres — Commiſſion, the 
Rule of Gods Word, and thus the cannot dective us: if the or an 
Angel from Heaven go beyond that Rule , they are not to be heard, 
Gate 1-8. Yet laſtly , Giving, and not granting, thit a Gencral 
Council could not «rr, hat s that to the P pc arid his Schilmatical 
Conventicles, which have no more of a General- Council, preter 
Women inane. | 

But Matrh» 16. 18. The Gates of Hell cannot prevail agaiuſt the 
Church ? Lak what Church, if the inviſible of the'Ele& z, then it 
touches not the queſtion in hand; concerning a vilible Judge 3 if the 
Catholick viſible Church in her diſſuſive capacity, then it's yet trom 
the purpoſe , for as ſuch ſhe exerciſes no Juridical Power if the 
Catholick viſible in her Repreſentatives, then he might as well con- 
clude her impeccability as her inerrability , for the D:vil prevails 0- 
ver Souls by fins of practiſe, as well as by errours in judgment. Bat 
it's conteſſed by all, thut impeccability of Councils cannot be con- 
cludcd , therefore neither incrrability. I muſt remember him that 
his Fellow Jeſuit Tirin, as cited by Mareſtut, controv. 5. nun 3+ lays 
it's uncertain , Whether the 4a i, againit which ſhould be conſttu · 
ed with the Rock, or with the Church; if it relate to the Roc 
then the words only affirm, that the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail 
againſt the Rock upon which the Church is built; which as Ain, 
and many other Fathers expound, is Chrift himſclt, yet granting 
that it were hcre ſaid, that the Gates of Hell ſhould not prevail 2- 
gaint the Church, how can it be proved, that when the Pope, or 
the mayor part of a General Council is ſmitten with a leſſer Doctri- 
nal errour, that the Gatcs of Hell prevails againſt the Church? Hath 
he not heard the diſtinct ion, that albeit in uch a caſe the Gates of 
Hell velent, yet non prevalent, they hurt the Church, but do not 
wholly overthrow the Church. To conclude, all that I ſuppoſe can 
be inferred from that Scripture is, that the whole Catholick viſible 
Church ſhall got err in Fundamentals. Indecd if the whole ditſu- 
five did err iH undamentak, the Gates of Hell ſhould prevail, then 
the Church ſhould be extinguiſhed. ; But to prove the inerrabilicy cf 
the Pope and his Council trom this Scripture, the Pamphleter may 
improve all the alliſtance Rome can give him in his next Reply. 

But bath not Chriſt promiſed to bis Church, Mat. 28. 20. Le, I am 
with you to the end of the wirld ? Anſw. It cvery one be intallible 
who have a promile that God will be with them, theu cvery Belie- 
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ver may claim infa'libility becauſe of the promiſe, uh 14. 23+: Is 
the preſence and alſiſtance of Chriſt with every one ia the ſame mea · 
ſure and degree wh rein it was to be with the Apofiles ? Is not the 
1 the preſence of Chriſt Mat. 28. 20. conditione l Doth 

notſay . Teaching them 10 abſcrve all things whatſoever I hate com» 
manded y-u and then, Loe ( in ſo doing) L am with you 1s the 
end of the world. Hath not then the Chuxch ol Rome forteited hes 
Claim to this Promiſe , by cnjoyning many things directly contra: 
ry to the Commard of Jc{us Chiiſt, ſuch as the Communion under 
one kind, wcrſhipping Images, in vocating Saints, &o , 

Laſtly remains that place 1 Tim. 3. 15. Where the Church is cal'ed 
the Pillar and Ground of Truth; to which, oa all occalions, they 
flee as the chick ſupport of their. mfallibilicy , but in vain. For firſt, 
were I diſpoſed to Criticiſe , I might. temen ber him that their own 
Eſtbia on the place obſet ves, that the Greek word evade, lignitics 
not only a Pillar, but alſo a writing Penſil, fo as the Church may 
be termed, Srylus veritatis , or the Feuſil of Truth, becauſe by her 
the Lord writes in the bearts of men the Doctrines of Truth, which 
may be done by the Miniftry of the Word, though ſhe have no inſal- 
lible vifible Jadge. I might likewiſe advertiſe him, that Heixſiat, 
as is noted by M. Leigh in his (rica Sacra, affirn's-that goes allo 
Tignities a Station or place wherein a pin doth ſtand or fit; and 
that the other word L, coming trom Les, a Seat may be 
much of the lame impcitance, and then the ſenſe will be, the 
Church is the Scat of Divine Truth: So as all truths neceſſary to 
Salvation, are always to be fe und in her, and. in no other Society, 
Vet hence it no more follows that in her is a viſible Judge exempted 
from all Dectrinal Errour , than becauſe ſhe is the Seat of true Ho · 
lincfs , it can be concluded that there is in her a Judge exempted 
from all fin, Perhaps ſccoudly, the Ad veiſary will have difficulty to 
diſprove them (among whom is the Learned Camero in Myroth} 
who joyn theſe word:, The Pillar and Greund of Truth not with the 
Church , but with that which flows, and fo the meaning will be, 
ms great Myſtery ot Godliucls, mentioned verſe 16. is the Pil- 

and ground of Truth, that is a chief Article of Faith and Re- 
ligion , as the Jews term the points of their Religion, Fuadamen- 
ta & Radicer. Hence that med Rabbin ——— as Camero ob- 
ſerves, begins his Book, Fund :mentum Fundamentirum & columns 
ſapientie et e gu ſeere ſe primum ens, & Does it not appear a lit · 
te harſh (to ule the arguings of Mary, controve5-cont, Tirin num-3 
that 
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that the Church be called the Houſe of God , and alſo a Pillar in one 

ſentence? A Houſe may have Pillars, but the Houſe and the Pillar 

arc not the ſame. Seems it not probable , that the Apoſtle having 

deſcribed the Church, a8 the Houſe of God, ſhould then point at 

theſe Foundation-Truths , which he enumerates in v. 1 6+ as the Pil- 

lar which ſupperts the Houſe / Some, I confeſs, of our own Divines 

ſeem not ſo well pleaſed with that conſtruction of Camero, among 

whom are Gul. Rivet, Son to the Famous Andreas River, and Ra- 

yaxel, But with Reverence to theſe Learned men, I muſt crave 

leave to a > their Arguments againſt it ſeem at beſt but _ 

Thirdly , May not Chillingworth's notion, Part. 1. cap. 3+ Se. 76» 

have x4 probability, who by the Pillar and 4 Truth, un- 

derſlands not the Church, but Timothy 3 and fo there is an elepſis of 
the Particle c or &y > Which is frequent in Scripture, as if it were 

. neger ewes, and the meaning will be, that thou mighteſt 

beh vg thy (c!f in the Church, which is the Houſe of God, as a Pil 
ur Aud chus not only Apoſiles, as Peter, James, and Fobn, Gal-2-9+ 

but allo fairhful zcalous Miniſters may be termed Pil Naziaun 
zen gives the like Titles Ora. 19. to Bafil, and Orat. 21. to Aibana · 
ſins. So Baſil Epi. 62+ honours the B hop of Neo-Ceſares with 

this very Title Of cones xv le The aug 3 therefore either 
Naziarzen and Bafi/ judged all theic perſons infallible, which I ſup» 
poſe none will «firm, or if they did not, then they did not think 
theſe words to import infallibility. But fourthly , Granting it be 
ſaid of the Church, yet it makes nothing for the Rotiſh Intereſt, 
many probably ſuppeſing that to be | of the particular Epbe- 
fine Church: Now particular Churches by the acknowledgment of 
all may «rr If it ſhould be extended to the Catholick Church, what 
is that to the Roman, ſhe being at the beſt but a particular Church? 
But whether univerſal of particular Church be meant, yet if it 
be not the Church Repreſentative , it makes nothing to the - 
poſe in hand concerning the viſible Judge. But the very Series of 
the context ſcem to favour them who underſtand the place rather of 
the Church governed, than governing, that thou (ſays he to Time- 
#by - mightcti know how thou ought to behave thy ſeli in the Huuſe 
ct God, which is the Church; that is, how Timorby as 4 Paſtor 
ſhould carry among thoſe under his charge. Was not the Church 
in the tirft 300 years the Pillir and ground of Truth, as well 28 
now ? yet all that time attet the mit Council at Feraſalem, ſhe ne- 
ver aſſembled in a General Council 3 ergo, her bring Pillar — 
&* 
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ground of Truth is not by Conciliary infallibility. But fiſthly , Gi- 
ving, and not granting, that it were ſpoken ef the Repreſentative 
of the Catholick Church ,-yet infallibilny will never be infalſibly 
deduced from it: Why may not ſhe be called the Pillar nd ground 
of Truth in a politick ſenſe, becauſe Miniſterially-the holds forth 
the Truth ; as a Programme, aſfixed to 2 Pillar is expoſed to pub. 
lick view of others, but not in an Architectunick ſenſe; as it rhe 
Church did Authoritatively and inſallibly ſupport the Truth ; eſpe- 
cially ſeeing, as Irenexs faith , lib. 3. caps 11. columns & firmamen- 
tum Ecclifie off Evangelieum, The written Geipel ( for of that ke 
there ſpeaks ) is the ground and Pillar of the Church; yea, and 


. Hierom, as cited by a Lapide on the place, writeth thus 5 Eccleſia ef 


colamna & firmamentum veritatis , quia in ea ſola ſtat veritas firma» 
ts , que ſola ſuſtinet edificium Eedlefie, If the truth alone, as Hierom 
ſays, doth ſuftain the Church, then doth not the Churchwn an Archi- 
tectonick ſenſe ſuſtain the Truth: yet do we not deny but the Church 
is a Keeper, Witneſs, Propounder, and Deſender of the Truth. Why 
may not this phraſe, the © hurch is the Pillar and ground of Truth, 
hold forth the Churches duty, whot, de jure; {he ought to do, and 
not what always, de fads , is her practiſe intallibly ? Though Rom. 
13+ 3+ it be laid, that Ruſers axe hot a tei dur to good works, but 
to evil yet the Romaniſts will not grant, that Magittrates do al- 
ways and infallibly counte rance Goal int ſs and Truth, becauſi there 
he ſpeaks what's their duty, not what always is their practiſe. 


«Why may not the Church be called a Pilkr , in regard of -{olidicy, 


though not in regard of intallibility. to lignific the difficulty of her 
he impothbility?- But ſixthly, as 

Chillingworth loc. eit · Scl. 78. does further acutely cblerve concern» 

ing this Scripture; though it were granted that the Church were 

called the Pillar and ground of Truth, not only becauſe ſhe ought, 
but alſo becaule ſhe always ſhall hold forth the Truth, yct Romaniſts 

loſe their deſigu, unleſs they could prove thatſhe ſhall hold forth all 

truth without any failure. That in the Catholick Church all Truths, 

neceflazy to Salvation, ſhall· be preſexved, is acknowledged by Pro- 

teſtantsz but Romaniſts have to prove, that the Reprelentatives of 
the Catholick Church cannot crr agg any-DuQrinal point, 

which they will hardly evict from this place, in which the Note of 

Uaiverſality is wanting, however the Church be ſaid to be the Pil- 
lar and ground of Truth, yct not of all Truth. Seventhly and lalt- 

ly , Grantirg that infallibility were truly-predicated of the Apoſto- 

lick 
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lick Church, in that time when the Apoſile wrote, does it there- 
fore tollow , crg# , {he is now infallible, It's confeſſed , that then 
there was an intallible viſible Judge in the Church, endowed with 
the gift of Tongues and Miracles, the caſe ot the Church fo requi- 
ring , for founding the Geſpel Church, and compleating the Canon 
of holy Scripture z but it doth not follow, that it ſhall be ſo in eve 
ry Age, neither do the neceſſities of the Church require it. Thus 
I have gone through all the Scriptures alledged by this Pamphleter 
for his intallibility ; whether they prove his Theſis, let them who 
are not willing tobe deceived, judge. 

The Pamphleters ſe cond Objection contains a Farrega of abuſed 
Teftimonies of Antiquity. Pag. 39, 40, 41+ To amuſe the ignorant 
Reader , he hath gathcred up — their Manuals, Pamphlets, and 
Controverſe Books, a heap of impertinent teſtimonies of Irenexs, 
Origen, Cyprian, Coryſaſtom, both the Cyrils, Ambroſe, Exſebins,. and 
Auſtin aſſert ing, that the Church ſhall not fail, or be adulterated 
with Hereſie. 

To all which T anfwer : Firſt, that none of theſe contain the ſeri» 
tence of an infallible, viſible, or living Judge, they are but broken 
ſhreds out of the writings of Doctors long ago dead ; and ſo, ac« 
cording to his own Priuciples, are not a ſufficient ground of Faith 
to ſuch a my ſterious point as he contends for. I auſwer ſecondly, 
that ſotne of theſe are groſly miſ cited, particularly the firſt from 
Ireness, lib. 1. cap. 49. whereas in all that lib. 1. of Irenexs, there 
be but 35 cap. Neither ſcems this to be a mecr eſcape of the Prins 
ter, for it's again cited the ſame way, pag · 102. But I muſt ex- 
cuſe him, for H. J. in his Manual of Controverſies, Art. 3. (from 
whom he ſeems implicitly to have taken this and many more cf his 
teſtimonies ) miſ- cites the ſame teſtimony of Irexexs aſter the ſame 
manner, for which he is juſtly chaſtiſed by M. Tombs in his Roma» 
niſm diſcuſſed, Art. 5. Set. 6. They are ſurely to bé pitied who ſee 
with other mens eyes: But by the words of the teſtimony, I per- 
ccive hc ſhould have cited /ib. 4. cap. 43+ He is no whit happicr in 
his next citation from Ireneus, cap. 62. where he ment ions the cap» 
but not the Bock, following there alſo his Guide H. I. loc · cit. 
but by the words, I likewiſe ſulpect, it ſhould have been lib. 4. cap. 
62 But thirdly, 1 ac{wcer , that in nome ot all theſe teſtimonies ci- 
ted by him, is there any mention of the Roman Church, of the 
Pope ot Rome , or of Councils ſwear ing ſubjction to him, but of. 
the Catholick Church in generals ſo that whatever be of thele te- 
{thmonics, 
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flimonies , they make nothing for the Papal intereſt s yet, asif-all 
that is ſaid of the Catholick Church-ſhould be expounded of the 
Romiſh Church, here he takes — to ſnarł with a r — 
at me, becauſe in my P 2+ againſt Jcluit Demfter , 1 made 
mention of an her Boden ger conſidering the ſuperciſiouſ- 
nei of the Biſhop of Rome, did break forth into theſe words, Odi 
. faftrnc iſtins Eeclefie. "Now I only ask, whether he will deal at this 
rate with Befil the Great, who Epift, 10 hath a ſharp reflection 
upon de Juriast Bever, the: pride apf the Weſtern or Romich 
Church. But tourtiily, not to trifle time in a particular examina» 
tion of theſe teſtimonies, which have hun ſo often canvaſed by our 

0 — — and divers of them latel/ by M. Tombs , loc. 
a as Irenexs, Origen, Cyprian, to which the reſt ſeem on the mat- 
ter | (except it be that of Auſtir, Epiſt. 118. which 

- ſpeaks of the power of the Church, in reference to things indiffe· 
tent, and ſo concerns not the matter in hand) I anſwer to them 
. all in emule, that they arc wholly impertinent to the preſent De. 
bate, for none of them ſpeak of an intallible vilible Judge i far tefs 
aſſert the neceſſity thereof, ſome of them ſpeak ot the perpetuity 
und indeſectibility of the Church, that ſhe cannot be overthrown, and 
ceaſe to be, as Ambroſe, Chryſ ſt. Euſebius ; the relt hold forth, that 
there is a depoſitxm of truth intruſted to the Church : So that their 
utmoſt- „is to teſtific that God will. preſerve- in his 
Church Divine Truths, which are neceſſary to Salvation y and that 
the whole Catholick Church ſhall never be adulterated with Hereſie, 
or periſh, hich Proteſtants do freely grant. And ſo none of theſe 
teſtimonies do touch the queſtion. in hand q for the queſtion is not, 
whether the whole Catholick Church may ſorſake truths neceſſary to 
Salvation, but whether there all always be a viſible Judge with Ju- 
riſdition over the whole Catholick Church, who cannot err in the 
leait Doctrinal deciſion, of which there is nothing in any of theſo 
teſtimonies. *This is ſo evidently the meaning ot them, that the 

+ Pamphleter did ſoreſce, pag- 41+ it wowld be replicd to him, that they 
were to be-underſtoed of the Church in its diffuſive capacity 3 and therc- 
upon, without once attempting to prove that they were otherwiſe 
to be taken, he proceeds pag. 2. and 43 · to another beap of Teſti» 
monies , which he emendicatcs, or moit part, from Bell. lib. 2. de 
concil. cap 3. and they ſeem indeed to fpcak ot the Repreientatives 
of the Church, and fo appear to come nearer to the cale in hand. 
But before I come to examine them, I muſt, in the fifth. place, re- 


tort 
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tort the Pamphleters Argument trom this tirſt heap of tcſtimories a- 
- gainſt cheRomiſkChurch, thus; the true CatholickChurch is never adul- 
terated with Hereſie, nor does depart from the great Truths oncc 
delivered to the Saints, ſay theſe reſtimonics ot Fathers; but the 
Romiſh Church hath departed maniſeſily from the Ancient Faith de- 
livered to the Saints, as appears by her grofs Innovations, ſuch as 
her Doctrine of Tranſuhſtantiation, Halt Communion, Invocation, 
and Worſhipping of Saints de caſed, ani Angels, Relicks, Images, Crol- 
ſes, performing the worſhip of God in an unknown Tongue, and 
the reſt of hex Errours and abuſes, manifeſtly repugnant to Scrip- 
tures, and the Faith of the Primitive Church , as hercafter may be 
particularly cleared ; ergo, the Roman is not the true Catholick 
Church, conſequently theſe teſtimonies are ſo far from advantaging 
him, that they cut the throat of his own Cauſe. 

His next bundle of tefiimonics, pag. 42,4$+ do indeed ſpeak of 
Councils, but make nothing for the neceſſity of an infallible viſiblc 
judge, as is largely demonſtrated by JFhittaker, de concil. g. 6. eap. 2. 
Davenant de _ controv. cap. 19. and Spalat. lib. 7. de Ee- 
cleſ- cap» 3. I {lall give but a few brief Animadverſions concerning - 
them. And firſt, this bundle of teſtimonies ſpeaks only of Councils, 
and conſequently not of an infallible viſible Judge, without which the 
Church cannot ſubſiſt, there having been whole Ages without Ge- 
neral Councils, Secondly , I ſhall not ſtand now to accule the Pam» 
phleter of mif-citations, though the teſtimony which he aſcribes to 
B.ſil is not to be found in Epiſt. 10. nor that he gives to Pope Leo in 
Epiſt.6 4. And though there be not a tenth Book ot Cyril de Trinizate, 
unlcls it be meant of his other work entituled Theſ aurut, it cicherPoſſe+ 
vin in apparatu,or Bell.deScriptoribus Eceleſ. give a right account of his 
works, Yea,the whole Treatiſe de Trin. is concluded ſuppoſititious by 
Bell. de Serim. Ecclej. yet | conteſs Bell.lib, g. deconcil. cp · 3+ would 
bc making ule of the ſame teſtimony from Cyrit, ( tor it ãt uſual 
with the Cardinal to make a Muſter of Teſtimonies, which himſelf 
knew to be ſpurious ) but he cites it not as this Pamphlcter , from 
lib. 10. but from lib. 1. de Irin. All I (ay of ſuoh eſcapes is, that 
he would take better heed the next time that he crariſcribes his cita» 
tions, from BclLzrmine : But I cannot let him paſ;, with another more 
egregious provarication 3 tor what Leo, Epiphanius, Athansfins y 
Baſil , and Cyril ſpake particularly of the Dectres ot the 
Nicene and Chalcetlon Councils againſt Netorians, Arrians', aud 
Emychians , the Pawmphleter cites as (poken- of all Councils. We 
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grant the firſt four General Councils of Nice, Conftantimeple', Epbe- 
ſus, and Chalcedon, did de fads define faithfully , according to the 
Scriptures ; but doth it therefore follow , that all Councils ſhall not 
only do ſo, but alſo that they cannot do otherwiſe; or — infallible? 
Thirdly , It's true that Greg- lib. 1. Epiſte 2.4. lays, be banouyes the 
firſt ſour Gentral Councils, at Le does be ſour Evangeliſti: But it's as 
true he ſays alſo , he honours like wiſe the fifth General Council, 
which condemned Pope Vizilixs asan Heretick : if therefore Gregs- 
rie Authority be Authentick , the Icſuited party is decrived , who 
make the Papal Chair the Scat of 4ufallibility. He might allo have 
remembred , that Bell. lib. 2. de concil. cap. 12. conſeſſes, that the 
forecited teſtimony of Greg, hath nt ed of a qualitication ; and there- 
fore ſays that Gregories ficwt, is a note of ſimilitude, not of equality; 
otherwiſe the Cardinal cannot deny. but Greg · over reached. By 
this fill the impertinency of the titation is obvious, for it amounts 
to this, Greg- (aid the fuſt four General Councils defined Ortho- 
doxly ergo; all Councils are infallible. Such is the ludibrious in- 
conſequence of what he objecte, concerning the eſteem which Con- 
ſtantine had of the Nicene Council. Is this the queſtion berwinxt us and 
Romariſts , whether the Decrees of the Nicene Council againſt Ar. 
riut were Orthodox ? Fourthly , Awjtin indced, Epiſt. 162. calls the 
Sentence of an Oecnmenick, Council, the lat Sentence that can be ex- 
pefied on Earth. But how inconſequent is it trom thence to inferre 
the infallibility of Councils? Is every Supreme Court infallible ? 
Fifthly , He cites Fincentins Lyrin Commonit. cap. 4. ( 1 ſuppoſe he 
ſhould have ſaid ep. 41+) ſaying, all are to be accounted Hereticks, 
who do not conform tbemſcluves ts the Deerces of Occumenich, Couucili. 
It were enough to referre him to O. Barrons Apod. Cathol. tracl. 5. 
cap. 18. where at length is demonſtcated,, that Vineentins maiutain- 

not the infallibility of Councils: Nay , Vincentins cap. 3+ propo- 
ſes two means for avoiding H rctie; the one, and the principal, is 
the Authority of the Sacred Scriptures ; the other (which we never 
diſclaimed in its own place) is the univerſal and perpetnal Fradi- 
tion of the Catholick Church; namely, quod ab omnibus, whique, & 
ſemper eſt creditum. What he ſpeaks cap. 41-of contormity with 
Councils, is uot for the deciſion of all controverſies, as himlelſ de- 
clarcs, nor is it by the ſentence of a preſent living Jadge, but of 
Ancient Councils, and that in ſo far, as they bold out what hath 
blen the Univerſal Tradition of the Church: And therefore when 
they are found incompetent for deciſion of controverſies, Recurre n · 
aum 
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dum (th he) ad Sanflorum Patrum ſentemtiat; to the unznimous 
ſuffrage of Fathers, which is far from the Tenet of the Pamphile- 
ter, concerning a preſent — infallible Judge. And though V in- 
centivs doth magnific Univerſal Tradition, yet it is without dero- 
gation from the holy Scriptures z and therefore he faith in that 
place, cap» 41. Nen quiz Canon fibi ſolu ad univerſa non ſuſficiat, 
not that the Canon of Scripture is not of it ſelt alone ſufficient for 
all things ; but only in a ſecondary room, as beingexplicative of 
the holy Scriptures. Sixthly , He brings Auſtix lib. 1. de bapt. cont 
Don. cap. 7. affirming , that no doubt ought to be made of what ig e- 
ſtabliſbed by full Decree of 4 Council : But Anitin affirms no ſuch + 
thing, all that Auſtin lays is, that there have been various Decrees 
concetning Rebaptizing in Provincial Councils, Ponce plenario to- 
tins orbit concili» quod ſaluberri ae ſentiebatur, etiam remotis dubita- 
tionibus fir maret ur which imports no more, but that by the Decrees 
of an Oecumenick Council, truth may be ſo cleared , as to remove 
all grounds of doubting : But it doth not follow, becauſe à Council 
may dearly define truth, that therefore every Council ſhall infalli - 
bly define ſo: Nay , on the contrary , Auſtin in the ſame cap. holds 
all definitions bi fide Scripture to be but humane, Ne videar { ſaith 
he) humanis agere argamentii—ex Evangetio preftro certa doe -· 
mexts> i. 6, left I ſhould ſeem to deal with humane arguments — 
I bring certain evidences from the Goſpel ; and lib. 2. cap» g. he af- 
firms, that ſubſequent General Councils may correct the Decrees of 
former Plenary Councils, and that in matters of Faith . as I ſhew 
before > and theretore he ſuppoſes that General Councils themſelves 
are fallible. Seventhly, That trivial argument which he uſes, That 
the F _ o__ wont to 2 the 3 of General Councils, and 
nec Anathema s againſt thoſe who did oppoſe them \ concludes 
Core for the infallibility of General 2 then of Provincial 
Synods , the fame alſobeing done in them, yea in Heretical Coun- 
cils allo; it therefore only imports, that they who pronounced 4- 
nathems's , believed that bic & uuxe , they had defined truly, but 
not — they — in all thcit deciſions intallible. 
That teſtimony ot Auſtin's, contra Epiſt. ſundi cap 8. ſo oft object- 
ed by Romanilts, is allo inſilicd — 6 this 6 Ego 
ver» Evangelio non crederem , nifi me Eceliſiæ comm weret Authoritas; 
Knew not this Pawphleter how oft this teſtimony hath been canva- 
ſed by Proteſtants? Ought he not therefore to have let it alone , Or 
then to have confuted what they have (aid for cuttiug off Romiſh 
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inferences from it? I ſhall ſay —— ſew th — — 
1. It might be enough as to the preſent controverhe , to tell that 
Anſtin — lay, except the Authority of a preſent infallible vi- 
fible Judge did move me. 2. It favours of deceit , that the Pam- 
t has left out the word Catbolice; it's the Catholick Church 
Axftin (peaks of, not the Roman. But I muſt in part excuſe the 
Pamphleter, for he found it alſo ſo mutilated in H. T's Manual loc. 
cit» 3. Have not Popiſh Authors put conſiderable gloſſes on Awſtin's 
words, which ener vate lufficiently all inſerences concerning the ne- 
ceſſity of an infallible viſible Judge ? Whether they be expounded 
with Gerſon, of the Apoſtolick Church, Eun qui Chriſtum viderwnt 
eh: audirerunt, or with Occam, of the Univerſal -diftuſive Church: 
Sure they make nothing for an jnfallible viſible Judge. But fourthly, 
Melchior Canus, lib, 2. loc. com. cap. $- ſeems to have hit on the right 
meaning of Axftin , viz. that he {peaks not of the formal object in- 
to which his belief was reſolved , or. of the Primary Rule of Faith, 
but only of a motive, which when he was a Manich,can, firft indu · 
cod him to credit the Scriptures ; and ſo, according to the Arias 
Dialect, he uſes the imperfed tenſe for the preterit , commoverer far 
—_ which Rivet in Iſagog. e . 3+ conhems by meny par- 
rallel phraſes out of Auftin. And thus the teſtimony of the Church 
has but a place among the motives of credibility , which Proteſtants 
do not deny. This is the mort p 'pbable, becauſe Awuſtin tradi, 1 f. in 
Job. compares the teſtimony ot the Church to the teſtimony of the 
Woman ct Samaria : Bat ſure it is, her teſtimony was but an intredu- 
ctive mean to the Faith of her Fcllow-Citizens, not the formal ob- 
ject, or principal ground thercof., Hence, faid they, Fob. 4. 42. 
Now we believe not for thy Saying, but becauſe we bave beard bim oer 
ſelves. 5. Not to add more, Learned Calovinr de Amvbor. Script. 
Sed. 36. hath obſerved a varjous Lection in that place of Auſtin, 
that an old Copy, printed at Baſil by the care of Jh Amberbachins, 
reads it thus: N / Eccleſie Catholice Autboritas me commoneyet. It 
was very eaſie for inadvertent $cribesto turn «tov: And this read. 
ing docs ye further confixm that Expolition bt River, Melchior Ca- 
uns, and others, as it the teſtimony of the Church were Commoni- 
torium quoddam, non principium fi dei, a certain Commonitory , not 
the principle or ultimate ground of Faith. What is ſaid of this 
place, may alſo ſathciently vindicate that other parallel teſtimony of 
Anjtins in that fame Book, cap. 4. where there be three things which 
confirm the Expoſition given ; one is, that uin uſes the prrter per- 
fe 
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fell time, Quis per ers illi eredideram, another is, Si forte in E- 
vangelio a/iquid apertiſimum de Manichei Apoſtolatu invenire potue- 
ris where he ſu that the Goſpel ſpeaks clearly , without the 
interpoſit ion of the ſentence of aw infallible Judge. And thirdly, 
He clearly holds forth that the Church , of whoſe Authority he there 
ſpeaks, is not to be reſtricted to any vibble Judge, but to be cx- 
tended to the Body of ſound Chriſtians and therefore calls it Ca- 
tholicorum Aut boritutem. This is yet further evident from cap. 3. 
that he dreamed not of any infallible Authority in the preſent 
church, fcr there he gives an account of his being in the Catholick - 
Church, from the con ſent of People and Nations » from that Autbority- 

” which tas begun by Miracles, nouriſhed by Hape, encreaſcd by Cha» 
rity , and confirmed by com,. Sure then he reſolved not his 
Faith into the infallible teſtimony of the preſent Church, By this 
time, I bope it appears, that all the Pampbleter bath brought tor the 
nec ſſity ot his infallible viſible Jude, ate either falle. citatiors, or 
meer Paralogiſms. 

To ſhut therefore up this diſcourſe, I cannot but notice that or- 
dinary Cheat cf Romaniſts, when ever they find any high Elogies - 
of the - Catholick, Church; thete they appropriate to theit Roman. 
that is, to their infallible-vifible Judge, who, in the ſenſe of the Je» 
ſaiecd party, is the Pepe: However, to decline the odium, they feem 
to talk of a Council; An inftance of this we have ina teſtimony «+ 
which the Pamphlcter cites, pag- 37. for his infallible viſible Judge 
from Anuſtin, Scrm. 14. de verbis Ap. where indeed Auſtiz makes ho- 
nourable mention of the Catholick Church, but hath not one word 
through all that Sermon: of the Roman, or of an infallible viſible 
Judge, yea init he diſputes againſt the Pelagi ans acutely from Scrip- 
ture 3 and therefore-covcludes, cgp-16, froinde newa nos fallat, Scrip- 
tara widens oft, Antboritas fundatiſims ct, fides Catholiciſims oft, 
in cap» 13+ lu proſecution of a Sctiptural Argument, he draws a 
conmmation, 4 conſuetudine Ecelefie from the cuſtom and practiſc 
of the Univerſal Church in het Rituals of Baptiſm , holding Infants 
for Believers, and not from any definition ot a viſible Judge, and 
thereupon gives theſe Elogies to the Church, cap. 14. 18. 21. which 
ſurcly muſt be underſtood of that Church, from which he te ok the 
confirmation of his argument againſt the Pelagians 3 but that was 
not from the Roman Church, nor from the fentence of an infallible 
viſible judge, but from the prictiſe of the Catholick , and that 
founded inScrigture, Hence thoſe two go together in him, Hoc ha- 

bet 
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bet Anthoritar-matris Ecclfie , boc ſundatus weritatia obtinet Canons 
What, I pray, is that eſtabliſhed Canon of Truth, but the Holy 
Scripture? I acknowledge Auſtin juſtly condemns them, cap. 16. 
who endeavour quatere fundamentum Eccl liz , te ſhakg the Founds« 
tion of the Church: Let them be held for Hereticks that ſhake the 
Foundation of the Church, whether Papiſts or Proteltants, Two 
Foundations I find in holy Writ 3 one is Chriſt Jeſus, according to 
that of the Prophet Iſai. 28. 16+ Behold I lay in Zion 4 Foundation, 
4 Stone , a tryed St ne, a precious Corncr ſtone, a ſure Foundation 
which is luculently expounded of Chriſt, 1 Pet. 2. 4, 5,6, 7. Doch 
not Bell. ſhake this Foundation, when he is bold Preſat. ad lib. de 
Pontif, to expound that Divine Orac'e of the Pope of Rome, as i 
he were the Foundation of the Catholick Church ? © execrable Blaſ+ 
phemy! Again, the holy Scriptures are mentioned as a Foundation 
A the Church: Henze is that Epbeſc 2. 20. Built upon the Foxndati- 
on of the Apiſtle and Prophets, 50 Chriſt bimſelf 12 chief 
Corner- ſtone ;; that is, on the holy Scriptures written by them. Did 
not Jeſuit Baylie ſnake this Foundation , When he was not afraid to 
ſay, that there is no more Faith to be given to Scrijture, than to Titus 
Livius, were it not for the teſtimony of their Romiſh Church. Let ne- 
ver my Soul cotne into the ſecrets of theſe Bluſpbemers:; Romanilts 
are ſtill prating of the Authority of the Catholick Church; but 
whodo 'P — infringe the Authority of the Catholick Church as 
they? Should the City of Edinburgh arrogate the Legillative Power 
over all the Shircs and Citics of this Kingdom, would it not over- 
eurn the Authority of the Kingdom of Scotland, when the Roman 
Church, which at her beſt was but a Hember of the Catholick, does 
now uſurp juriſdiction over the whole, and imperiouſly would ob- 
trade Heretical D>&rines, and Idolatrous Supcrilitions, by a pre- 
tended Infallible Authority 3 is not this to overturn the Authority of 
the Catholick Church and therefore I know none who may fear that 
threatning of Auſtin more than the Court of Rome, Contra bunc in* 
expuguabilem murum quiſquis arietat, Confringeture 
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CAP. III. 


That the Scriptares are the Principal, Compleat, and Infal- 


lible Rule of Faith; the Atheiſtical Cavils of the Pau- 
phleter notwithſtanding. 


Hough Proteſtants do not cheat the World with a pretence 
of an infallible viſible judge, yet with the truly Catho- 
lick Church, they acknowledge, there is an infallible Rule 

| of Faith , namely, the holy Scriptures of God, which arc 
ſufficient, through the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, to guide Souls 
in the way of Salvation. But among the manifold impieties of the 


Papal Religion, the indignitics put upon the holy Scriptures 7 Ro- 
ſome 


mani(s are not the"Teaft ; I ſhall therctore firſt give an hint 

of theſe indignitics, then bricfly open the fate of this Queſtion, 
concerning the Rule of Faith, and confirm our Aſſertion, that Scrip* 
ture is the Rule: Thirdly, examine the Pamphleters four principal 


Objections: Ard laſtly, rc flect alittle on the reſt of his Rag ſodick 
Diſcourſe touching this Zubjcct. 


SECT. I 
Seme bints of Indignities put upon tbe Holy Seripture by Romaniſts. 


N the hiſt place, They are not afraid to ſpeak moſt contumeli- 
I ouſly ot the Scriptures, calling them A Ne of Wax, a Leibian 
Kule , inkie, anſenſcd Charallers , a dead Letter, Ce. It is trum Met» 
eier Cans, All ertus Pigbius, Cofter the Jeſuit; and other Romaniſts, 
that the Quakets have learned theſe, vr fuch like Blaſphemics. 

Secondly , They make the Ambority of the Scriptures, 41 to us, to 
depend upon the tit imony of their Church. So Gordon of Huntly, con- 
1700. 2. de Eccliſ. cap. 1 5+ 2nd Gretſer Append. ad lib. 1. Bell. de verb. 
Dei cel. 39 . Whole cars would not tingle at that ſaying of Her- 
mannus , that the Seriptures ſheuld be of no more value, than Klops 
Fables, without the Churches 1eftimony. Yet Gretſer the Jeſuit is diſ- 
pleaſed with Rullus tor charging it with Blaſphemy 3- yea Cardinal 
Hain in Conſutatione Frentis lib. 3. de Author, Sacre Scripture, 
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pats 143. edit. ?- Antwerp 1561. ſpares not to ſay, lud pio ſenfie 
potuiſſe dici, that it might have been ſpoken in a pious ſenſe, and 
withal adds this reaſon , Nam revera wifi Eceleſiæ nos doceret Autho- 
ritas banc Scripturam eſſe Cauanie am, ptrexignum apud nos pondus 
baberet 3 that is, for truly if the Authority of the Church, he means 
the Raman, did. not teach us this to be Gananick Scripture, it would 
have exceeding litle weight u ĩth us . From that Romiſh Atheiſtical 
Piety, good Lord deliver us. Learned Rivet in Ae ſeript. eap. 3. 
giveth an account of many ſuch Blaſphemies bel out by Jcluit 
Baylic, C'fter, Petrus Simonis de Toledo, and other Romaniſts, oy 
«Thirdly ,  Romaniſts have confidence to affirm , that the Othgind! 
Seripteres are corrupted. So Gordon of Huntly , controv. 1. caft 8, 9, 
11, 12+ Melchior Canus loc. com. lib. 2. cap. 13 · Leo Caſtriur, Mori - 
mes Tirin, & c. Yea, this Pamphleter Sed. 4. makes it a great part 
of his work to prove, that the Scriptures are corrupted, both in the 
Originals, and in the Tranſlations. Is not this to accuſe the Provi- 
derce of God, as ſuffering the Scriptures , which he had given to 
lead us to Salvation, to be corrupted? Is it not tocharge the Catho- 
lick Church of unfaithſulneſs, that ſhe was not more carcful of ſy 
rich a depeſnum / How deſperate mult the;cauſe of their infallible 
ge be, when his Infallibility cannot be maintained, ugle(s the ho- 
.ly Scriptures be diſcredited as corrupt, the Catholick Church accu · 
{cd of unfaithfulneſs, and God robbed of the praiſes due to him for 
— the Scriptures ? | 
Fourthly , Neither is it a ſmall indignity to the Scriptures , that 
they prefer the muddy ſtream of the Vuiger Latine, before the Origi- 
nals of the Old and New Teftament. YetthatLatine Verſion was not 
made by a perſon acted by a Prophetical and infallible Spirit. What 
confuſion and uncertainty they labour under, as to the Author of 
it, may be gathered from Ladov. de Tena. Iſageg · Sag. ſcript» lib. 1. 
difficult. 5. Se. 2+ yea it hath often been convicted of many crroursʒ 
and theretore that Which was extint in the time of the Council of 
Trent, was cortected by Sixtnr Brintxs , that of Sixter by Cle- 
ment the $+, and that of Clemens the g;. accuſed by Iſidore Clarins of 
many crraurs ; nor can Clement himſelt abſolutly aflert its freedom 
from crrour: And yet the Council of Trent, paſling by the Origi- 
nals,.pronounces the Vulgar Latin to be the Authentick Scripture ; 
YeaLudop Be Tena lib cit diffiewlt. 2. Sell, 4.Says that the Hebrew Text 
is to be coxrected by the vallgar Latin. Such folly is wittily checked 
&y Heicrom, Epiſl. 102. ad Marcella Si diſplicet fontis nunda Prriſimi 
nN bibant rivulos. Fitch - 
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'Fifthly , Romaniſts accuſe the Scripture of Imperfeflion. ar not em- 
f1ining all the material Objefir of Faith. 0 Eckriu in Enthiris 
eap» 4+ Coſter in Euebirid. lib. 2. ec. 5. Bell. lib. 4. de verb. Det , cap» 
35 4+ Greg. de Valin. de Analyſ. fidei, lib. 8. cap. 6. Gordon ot Hintly, 
conttow- 1. de verb. Dei, cop. 28. num. 4+ ſays, thatit is the leatt part 
of the Word of God which is contained in Scripture: Nay, D Beard 
in Reta. M t. 6+ reports, that Hofixr ſhould have dared to ſay, Me- 
lins alum ſuiſſe cum Eccleſia fi nullum extaret ſcriptum Evangelium; 
it had Leen for the Churches ad vantage that there hid becn no writ» 
ten Goſpel. I tremble to tranſcribe ſuch Blaſphemy. Doth not the 
Council of Trem Seff. 4· define, that unwritten Traditions are to be 
received pai pietatis affcfin , with the ſame reverence and devotion, 
as the Scripture it (elf. Yea, they magnitic Tradition above the ho- 
ly Scripture. Hence $>-1daxws , the Epitomator of Baronius, ſpares 
not to affirm ad amm 53. num. 4. Traditiones exeellere ſupra Scrip» 
turat, that Traditions have an Excellency above the Scriptures, and 
confirms it by this reafon , Qod Scripture uon ſubſifterent , uiſi Tra- 
ditionibys firmarent ur, Traduiones vero fine Seripiuris ſua n obtinent 
firmitatem. 

Sixthly, Romaniſts acemſe the Scriptures in thelr greateſt purity, 
with ſuch obſcurity. ambiguity, and multitude of deſperate ſenſes, that 
they cannot inſtrut? us in the way of Salvation, but as they are ſenſed 
by the Romiſh if illible Fudge. Hence are many of thoſe ignomini- 
ous cxpreilions, which Coſter, Melchior Canus, Pighins, and others, 
belch out againſt the Scripture, as {uffering themiclves to be wite- 
drawn by any interpretation. Greg. de Valer. lib. 5. de Analyſ. hi, 
cap» 2+15 bold to ſay that the collation of Scriptures is ſo far from 
terminating Controverſies , wt magis exgeat, that it rather encreaſes 
them Yca, D. Bear! relates of Pelargus the Jeſuit, 7 we read in 
Scripture that an Aſs did ſpeak, but never that the Scripture it ſelf 
ſpeaks: So that this Romaniſſ makes the Scriptures more mute than 
Balaams Als 3 than which (as faith the Doctor) what could be bray- 
ed more like the Blaſt he ſpike of. 

Seventhly , They provibir the Verſim of the Scriptures into Vielgar 
Languages, and the pee tr read the Scripture. Hence Cardinal To- 
let, lib. 1+ deinſtrudt. & A erd. cap. 10+ cd. g. reckons the Bible amor g 
prohibited Books; and Luv. de Tena in Iſagog. ſac. ſeripe. lib. 1. 
difficul. 3. Cell. 1. acknowleages, that in the Catalogus ot proh'. 
bited Books (et forth by Cardinal © i078 Reg. 6. ois Bibliz in 
Lingua vulgari probibentur; all Bialez wnatfocv.r ia a Vulgr Tongue 
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ate prohibited: And that they ate as perepwatorily prohibited in a 
late Citalogue, publiſh:d at the Commaod of Cardinal Bernard de 
Roi, and Sandoval Reg. 3. Alphonſas & Caſiro lib. 4. de berg. 
cp. 13. pronounces the reading ot Bibles to be the cauſe of Krrours 
in Religion; and therefore commends Ferdinand, King of Spain, ſor 
— , under higheſt pains, the Tranſlations of Bibles into 
Vulgar Languages, or the importing of ſuch Bihles, or having 
them in ones cuſtody. Sixtus, Senenſiris of the ſame Opinion, lib. 6, 
Rib. Aunct. 152, and Jcluit Azorins, Tom 1. {nftiteMoyal. lib. 8. cap. 
26. 9. 3+ affirms it to be an Hercſie in Layhtrons and Calvinifte, to al- 
(ere, that the Scriptures ought to be tranſlated into Valgar Lan · 
guages : It's true, Bell. lib, 2. de verb Dei, cap» 1 5. (peaks of a power 
to give Licenſes to read the Scripture in Valgar Languages, granted 
by fins the 4+ to Biſhops, Inquiſitors, and 87 but it is as 
true, that that power was either given only by.a Cheat, or re- 
called by after-Popes, as is evicted by,Kivet in Iſagog» cap. 13. Set. 
14+ from the Index of prohibited Books 3 as — — by. Cle- 
ment 8. in obſervat. circa Reg. 4+ The ſame obſerve of Pope Clemens 
the 8. his annulling the power of giving Licenſes , is improved by 
Fa. Axzorins \ loc. cit. whereupon at length he concludes, that the 
ible, or = part thereof, in any Vulgar Tongue, is prohibited; 
which, ſays he, invi»late precipitur ſery audum, i. e. is commanded 
to be inviolably obſerved : Neither do their Prahibitions reach cnly 
Verſions made by Hereticks , but alſo made by Catholicks. Yea, Re. 
ginald in Calvino-Turciſms lib. . cap · y. is bold to conclude, Tram- 
flviones penitns ſupprimendar,etiamſi divias & Apoſtelica niterentur au» 
thoritate, that Tranſlations of Scripture are utterly to be ſuppreſſed, 
though they were warranted by Divine and Apoliolick Authority : 
is not this moge like the» conclufion of a Turk, than of a Chriſtian ? 
And when they grant Licenſes, it's mcerly out of necellity , when 
they ſce people would not be reſtrained trom r:ading Verſions , as 
Greſtr acknowledges in deſenſ. Bell. lib. 2. de verb. Dei, cap. x 5. How 
contrary is thi; to the Inſtitution of God, who cauſed writ the 
Scripture in vulgar , or commonly underitood Tongues , and com- 
manded all to ſcarch the Scriptures z ncichet can themſelves deny, 
but it is againf{ the practiſe et the Primitive Church, as may be ſeen 
N 4 Caſtro, and Sixtuat Senenſir loc. cit. Were the people 
to be ſecluded from reading the Scripture ? Would the Apoſile Jahn 
have written ane of his Epulles to a Woman? Would Hierom Epiff. 
16. or Paxlinns, give this advice to Celantia, fiut Divine Scripture 


ſemper 


the Rule of Faith. 6 1 ; thy 
Auburn, let the Divine Scriptures be always in 
— Or would that ſame Hierom Epift. 22+ recommend to Ex- 
E ie iam not rodefilt from reading the Scriptures, until bein — 
me with fleep , her head fell down, as it were, to ſalute ihe les 
* the Book , tenenti codicens ſommui obre pa, & cadentem facicm Pa- 
gina ſanlls ſuſcipiat. Do not therefore our Romiſh Adverſaries draw 
on themſelves the Curſe , Luke 11+ 52+ Noe unts you 1, yt 
bave taken away the Key of Knowledge , ye enter not in your ſelver, and 
them that ing in ye hindred. 2 
ighchly and laſiiy —_ r at _ — do not 
ir Canoniſts give t ope power to diſpence with Scripture Com- 
f — . and though hate Divincs —— to go 
the full length of the Canonifts , yet they can reconcile themſelves 
by a diſtinctiom, as may be ſeen in Axor. Part. 2. Inftit. Morel. 1.4 
cap. 18. where he poſitively affirms that Canonitts commonly aſſert, 
Poſſe Romanum Pomtificem jus divinum declarare, interpretari, reflrin- 
gere, remitrere, ampliſte are, angere & mutare; i. e. that the Pope of 
Rome may declare, interpret, reſtrict, remit, amplitic, inlarge, and 
change the Divine Law. And though he bring in the Divincs Opin:» 
on ſomewhatotherwiſe , yet he grants they alſo maintain, that the 
may bunc vel illum a Juris Divi ni rigore eximere, exempt this 
or that perſon from the rigour df the Divine Law. And by virtue of 
this diſtinction, bet wixt abrogation ot Divine Law, and exemption 
of a man from the rigour of Divine Law, he ſays Canonilts and 
Divines may be fully reconciled. I will rake no further in this Durg- 
hill 3 1 only leave it to be conſidered , whether that forged Coat 
of Arms ot which the Pamphleter talks, viz. a reverſcd Bible (tor 
it's no wonder that Jcſuits adventure on falſe Herauldry, who are ſo 
bold in preaching Herefies ) would not better ſuit with jeſuited Ro+ 


maniſts, who are ſo many ways injurious to the holy Scriptures, 
than with 2 Protcftant, 


SECT, II, 


The ſtate of the Qeſtion, concerning the Rule of Faith, opened , and 
| 7 the Scriptures briefly proved to be the Rule. 


Hould I inſiſt to prove the abſurdity of each of the iodignitics 
8 done by Rotnaniſts to the holy Scriptures , this Tratate would 


twell to a nimious bigneſs, I ſhall therefore, at the time, pitch upon 
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that one particular mentioned in the Title of. this Chapter, vix· 
whether the Scriptures, be the principal and compleat Rule of 
Faith, PF: 

Excellentiy did Varinus deſcribe a Rule, ur A Tees, 
holy nal agaptol; un , inidaxbuery yt i. e. an infallible mealure, 
which neither admits addition nor-dzminution : And. therefore by, 
the principal and compleat Rule of Faith, I underſtand the chick 
aud adequate Standard or mcifure, by which we are to judge of all 
the Articles of Religion, ar matcrial objects of our Faith: So that 
whatevcr is not warranted by, and agrecetyit to that Standard and 
meaſure, is to be rejected as no point of aith. In this ſcuſe 
we aſfum the Seripturcs to be the compleat and principal Rule of 
Faith, and of all true Religion. I call the Scripture the principal 
Rule of Faith, to diſtinguiſh it from other ſubordinate Rules: For 
Learned Proteſtants have granted, that Tradition, and the Doctrine 
of the Ancient Church, may in a large ſenſe be termed Rules of 
Faith but fo as they arc to be reduced to, and examined by this 
principal Rule of the holy Scripturcs. It's true, D. Sanderſon. de 
eblig. Conſe. pre'eft. 4. Sei. 14, 1 5. denies the Rule of Faith, and ot 
Life, to be adequately the Game, ſuppoſing that natural reaſon, in 
{ome things, may be the Rule of Lite, and the rather, ſeeing Hea+ 
thens had a Rule, to which in ſome meaſurc they might conform 
their actions, which could be none elſe but Reaſon, and the iunate 
principles of. Morality : But the Rule of-Divinc Faith mult be Di- 
vine Revelation , which the (aid Learned Doctor, with other Prote- 
ſtants, maintains agairſt Romaniſts, to bz Scriptural. Yop turther he 
acknowledges, Sect. 15. 1 9. the Scripture to be the adequate Rule of 
Life alſo, in ſo far as our actions arc ſpiritual, and directed to a ſu · 
prtnatural end. As for Romauiſts, ſ ell axe they ſetved by the ix in- 
tallible Judge, and ſo tar ate they from that Unity whereot they 
boalt, that they are broken into a multitude ot Opinions, touching 
the Rule of their Faith and Rchgions 

For tirtt, many old School: men, as Aquinas 2. 2. 9. l. art, 10. and 
Part. 3. 9. 1. art. 3. in ep. Scotut Prolog · in ſent. q. 2. Darand Pre” 
fat- in lib. ſent, ſcem to attirm with us, that Scripture is the compleat 
Rule ot Faith, where in all ſupernatural Truths, neceſſary to be be- 
licvcd, are revealed, But ſecondly, Bell. lib, 4. de verb Dei, e. i Os 
Be an. The d. Schal. Part. 3. Trad. . 6p. 7. Sethe 5. and others lay, 
that the Scripturc 18 only 4 partial * ule, the com plcat Rule conſilling 
ot the whole Word of God, written, aud unwtitten. There be o- 
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thers, thirdly, as Apbenſut 2 Care, lib. x, con. kereſs cap» 5+ Greg · 
de Val. de Analyſ. fidei lib. 3. caps 2+ Suarcz de tripl. virt. tral. 1, 
diſp. 5. Sed. 2. Set. Petrus d &. Joſeph in Idea Theol. Moral. lib. 3. 
cap» 2. Reſol. 5, 6, 7. who ay, that the compleat Rule compi izcs 
not only the Scripture and unwritten Traditions, but allo the defi- 
nitions of the Church; i. c. of Pope and Council. But tourthly, 
there appears another party among, t who would degrade the 
Scriptures from being any part of the principal Rule of Faith at all, 
aſcribing that entirely to Tradition. For this, Learned Rivet in Iſa- 
geg. cap. 3. cites, among others, Albertus Pigbiur, ſaying, Legem 
Chriſtianam differre & vetere , quod Traditionis tantum fit , non Serip- 
ture, that the Chriſtian Law in this differs from the old Law, that 
it conſiſts only in Tradition. Jeſuit Cofter allo, lib. 2. Exchirid. ap- 1. 
makes only the perpetual Tradition of the Church to be the princi- 
pal Rule et Faith: Chriftus enim, nec Eccliſiam & chartaccis — — 
, wee membranis my cria ſus committere voluit: For Chriſt (ſaith 

c ) wouldmot have his Church to depend upon Paper · writings, nei · 
ther would he commit his Myſteries to Membrans. Chamier lib. 1. 
de cams cap» 2+ Sell. g. ſhews the (ame tobe the Doctrine of Caranxa, 
which Hing objected jn a Diſpute to Gautier the Eſuit, Gautier 
ſeemed ſamuch aſhamed ot it, that he undertook to get it Cenſured 
with a deleatur, by Papal Authority. Bat though they have expun- 
ged mayy things that made fer the honour of Scripture, whercof 
Chamicr ibid. Sci, 10. gives inſtances from Quivogas Iilex cu a= 
toriut, yet that impious Doctrine of Caruazz, fo derogatory to 
S:ripture, ſtands, for what I know, withoat Cenſure to this day, 
Yea, Bell: himſclt , though with one breath, he acknowledg.tiv the 
Scriptuxes to be a part of the Rule of Faith; and lib. 1. de-verb. Dei 
cap« t+ adorns them with that high Elogy, as being ecrta & ftabilis 
regula Fidei: yet with another, as it were revoking this, lib. 4. de 
verb. Dei, cap. 12+ Sci}. Reſpiadeo ad majorem , p<remptorily denies 
this to be ſinem proprium & precipuum Scripture ut eſſet regula fidci, 
ſed mt ſet cemmon:torinum quoddam , the proper and prircipal end ot 
the Scripture to be the Rule of Faith, but ouly that it might be a cer- 
tain Commonitory. Fitthly, M. ,t, Ruſhworth, and Serjeant, have 
made no little noiſe, of late, with the notion of Oral Tradition, 
as being the Rule of Faith. The difference betwixt theſe two laſt O- 
pinions, may perhaps be taken thus , according to the Opinion of 
Coſter , Faith muſt be reſolved into the Tradition of the Church, tho- 
rough all ſucceilive Ages, from the time of the Apolilcs, to this day: 
but 
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but according to M. h, and his Complices, into the Oral teſtimo- 
ny of the preſent h. Sixthly and laſtly, Gordon of Fluntiy in 
Epitome controv. Tom, 1. controve 2+ cap, 15+ makes the Rule of Faith 
to be the definition of the preſent Church , which, ſays he, gives not 
only teſtimony, but Authority to the Scriptures, and this appeareth 
to be the mind of this Pamphleter : For pag- 7.5% he ſays, ben Que- 
ſtions ariſe concerning Seriptares , the Dottrine of Fathers, u and 
Traditims themſclves , then all is to be reſolved into the definition of the 
preſent Church; that is ſurely, into the ſentence of their intallible vi« 
lible Judge: By all which it may appear, Romaniſts have no-eertain 
Rule of Faith, they being ſo divided about it. But though, like 
Sempſon's Foxes, they look contrary ways, yet they agree generally 
againſt us ( unleſs you except thoſe Ancient School- men) to aſſert, 
that Scripture is not. the principal and complcat Rule of Faith. In 
this Negative, N. ho make their Knthuſiaſms, and Light 
within, to be thæ Rule ol Faith) do joyn with Romanilts in oppo» 
ſition to us. 

It is obſervable, that though ſame diverſity may be found in the 
writings of Reformed Divines in expounding the formal object of 
Faith, yet ſo far as I have hitherto learned , they are all agreed in 
the great Point now under dcbate , viz. That the Seri is the 
principal and compleat Rule of Faith, For they who hold, as do the 
mol}, the formal object of Faith to be a compound ot the Veracity 
of God, and of Divine Revelation , do accordingly aſfirm Scriptural 
Revelation to be the principal and adequate meaſure, or Rule, accord- 

ing to which we are to judge of all material objects or Articles 

Faith: They likewile who conceive the formal object of Faith, fole- 
ly and entirely to conſiſt in the Veracity of God alone, as doth Learn» 
ed and judicious M. Baxter in the Preface to Part. 2. of his Saints 
Reſt , do yet acknowledge that Seriptur al Revelation is the principel 
mean by which the Veracity of God is applied to all the material objes, 
or particular Article of F aith and conſequently, by them alſo the 
Scripture is held to be the chief and compleat Standard, Meaſure, or 
Rul:, by which all Articles of Faith are to be judged. In this ſurely 
N. billingworth, Richard H»oker , Richard Baxter, &c. agree with 
other Proteſtant Authors. The difference betwixt theſe Divines, 28 
to this, appears reducible to that School · queſtion, whether Divine 
Revelation be a part of the formal object of Faith, or only a condi- 
tiou requilite, that we may upon > Argos of God believe the 
material objects or particular Articles of Faith, There be great 
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School-men for both theſe Opinions, without cenſure of Hereſie on 
either hand , may be ſcen in Carleton Ibesl. Schol, Toms 2+ diſp 4+ 
£41. 2. & 3. Would Romaniſts therefore grant, that Seriptural Re- 
velation is the principal mean by which the Veracity of God is ap- 
lied to all the materia! objſeAs of Faith, ſo as this were the Standard 
by which we are to judge of all Articles of Faith. I ſhould not much 
contend with them, whether they looked on Scriptural Revelation 
as 2 part ot the formal object ef Faith, or only as a requiſye condi 
tion to our believing upon the Veracity of God,; but how far they 
are from this, may appear by the account I have given of their O- 
pinions in the foregoing Paragraph z it not heing my concern, at the 
time, to debate that Queſtion of the formal object of Faith, 1 ſhall 
abſtract from it, aud keep cloſe to this, of the Rule of Faiths, in 
which all Reformed Divines are agreed againſt Papiſts and Quakers, 
that Scripture is the principal , compleat, and infallible Rule of 
Faith. 

I hall not dilate upon Arguments to eonfirra the Orthodox Aſſer- 
tion, this hathr been done copiouſly by Whittaker againſt Srapletony 
lit. „dle Aut her. Seript. Cbimler Tom. 1. Pan rat. lib. 1. and very 
lately by Tillorſon againſt F. S. much leſs can it be expected that I 
ſhould enter upon a particular refutation of all thoſe crrours , con- 
cerning the Rule of Faith, into which Romaniſtsand Quakers are 
ſubdivided , I hope it ſhall futfkce, by ſome brief hints, to evict the 
Scriptures to be the principal and compleat Rule of Faith, wbercby 
the contrary not ions of Adyerſarics, in all hands, will vaniſh into 
ſmoak : Only this I muſt not omit , that though Papills talk bigly 
of Univerſal Tradition, and content of Fathers, yet if cither of 
theſe. were made the Teſt , Popery would be found not to be the 
true Chriſtian Religion. S0 feartul are Romaniſis of theſe diſcrimi- 
nating T<ſt-, that ſometimes they ſpare not to lay, as Melebior Canus, 
lib, 7. cap. 1. that though all the Fathers with one mouth own a Do- 
d&rine, yet the contrary may be piouſly defended 3 and of Traditi- 
ons, the Fratres Valenburgji in cxamin. princip» (xamin» 3. Num. 64 
aum, wt 7 raditio aliqua fit Apoſtolica nibil detrimenti cam accipere, 

licet aliquand> in Ecciifia de ea dubitatum fit 3 yea this Pamphleter con- 
tics, page 75+ that juch d:ubrs may be moved concerning Fatbers and 
Traditions , that at length all muſt be reſolzed into the defirition of the 
preſent viſible Jud e. My work therctore ſhall be to hold out the 
Scripture to be the priacipal and complcat Rule of Faith, whereby it 
will appear that other pretended Rules, cither arc not true Rules, or 
bet ſubordinate to the Scriptures, Did 
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Did not our Lor I Jeſus in all his D:bates with Devils or Here - 
ticks appeal to the Scriptures, and never to the Decretals of · High- 
Pric ſts, or unwritten Tradition? But it's written, Te err, not knows 
ing the Scriptarer. Are we not remitted for deciſion of. all Contro- 
verſics to the Rule of the —_— ei. 8 20. Job. 5. 39. ute not 
Seripture · Saints commended tor improving thi; Rale ? Ad. 17. 11. 
Are we not commanded ſo to cleave to Scripture, as net to decline 
from it, either to the right hand, or to the left ? Dent. 5. 32. Deut. 
17. 19. 20. Dcxt. 28. 13+ 14+ Jeb. 1. 7. 8. Is there not an Au- 
tbema pronounced upon all who broach any Doctrine, not only con- 
trary to; but beſide the Scripture , whether Apoſtle or Angel? Gal. 
1 8, 9+ Which Sctipture is expounded by Chryſsyt. in lieu, Bafil in 
Moral. Reg. 72. and Augaffine lib. 3. cont. lit. Petil. cap. ot the 
written Word 3 who then ſhall ſecure the Pope, when he obtrudes his 
Preter-anti-fcripturkl Oracles? Is not the Scripture given for this 
end, that we nay believe," and believing have eternal life? Jab. 20.3 1. 
Is it not called the Canon or Rule? Gal. 6. 16. Is got the Scripture 
the Rule, by which all wichin the Church, and td whom the Goſpel 
is preached, are to be judged at the Great Day ? Rowe 2+ 16. Joh. 
12. 48. Jam. 2. 12. Muſt it not then be the Nals Trordiag to 
which we are to believe and walk Cin there be any more Noblc or 
infallible Rule thought of than the Scriptures ot the Living God ? 
Is it not · ſaid tobe more ſure, fifaorogys, than a Voice trom Hca- 
ven? 2 Pet. 1. 19. Was it not ſo evident ot old, that the Scriptures 
were the Rule of the Chriſtian Religion, that the Adverſarics ot Chri- 
ſtianity made it their great deſign to deſtroy the Bible, thinking there- 
by to ext ir pate Chriſhanity out of the world ? But this ſhoald have 
been, as M. Tilluſom oblerves,' $i. 3. pag. 20. malice without wit, 
according to Romiſh Principles: For had all the Bibles in the world 
been burne, Chriftian Religion would nevertheleſs been entirely pre» 
ſerved by Tradition, and the dchnitions of the infallible viſible 
judge, nay the Church had becu a gainer thereby, for the occaſi · 
ou »n | Parent of all Here fie, the Scriptute, being out of the way, ſhe 
ſhould have had all in her own hinds, which Romaniſts are ſtill 
graſpivg atter. But lyppole tic Encracs of Cliriſtianity miſtook their 
difign,howcame the Cliriftians in thoſe days to be ſo tenacious of this 
Bock. that rather then deliver it, they would yield up thetnfelves to 
torments aud death? why did they 160k upon thoſe that delivered 
up the Scriptures, as Renouvcers ct Curiſtianity, whom therefore 
they called Traditores, if they had not locked on this Bock as the 
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Rule of their Faith, and chiet mean of their Salvation ? Were not 
thoſe who ſuffered for not delivering up the Scriptures, Cont lors 
and Martyrs for this great Article of the Religion of Proteſtants, 
that the Scripture is the Rule of Faith # 

Is there any thing in the world, to which the propertics of the 
principal Rule of Faith do fo quadrate, as to the holy Scriptures 7 
Muſt the Rule of Faith be 1. Certain both in it ſelf, and as to us. 
2+ Iutelligible. ;. Comprehenſive of all the material objects ol 
Faith, 4. Independent as to its Authority from any prior Rule of 
Faith. Aud 5. A publick Standard by which the Church may con- 
vince gain (ayers? Is there any thing to which all theſe ate ſogxact» 
ly compet.nt, as to the Scriptures ? "Io 

And 1. For Certainiy; how uncertain the infallibility of the Ro- 
miſh viſib le Judge is, we have already cleared ? But the teſtimonies 
of the Lord arc fure, Pſi4. 19. 7+ yea more ſure than a Voice from 
Heaven, 2 = 1. 19. I the motives of credibility firtenly demon- 
ſtrate any Ming, it is this. Can any writing in the Earth compare 
with the Scriptures, as to Antiquity ? Have they not been miracu® 
louſly preſcrved , thou h Antiocous Epipbaner, and the Roman Em- 
perours, Ce. fo induſtrioufly endeavoured their utter abo'ition, 
whereas many other B oks ot excellent uſe have really periſhed, up- 
on whoſe ruine men had no ſuch defign ? Hath not the truth of the 
Scriptures been folcmn!y atteſted by the Heroick conſtancy of Mar- 
tyrs, ot all Sexes and Ages, under moit exquiiie torments , whoſe 
relolutencls could n t proceed either trom the greatneſs of a natural 
ſpirit, attcQation of vain-glory , want of ſenſe of their ufferiugs, 
or Philoſophical tortitude, but trom a tirm perſwaſion of the D vine 
Original ot the Scriptures? Hath not the ſame been confirmed by 
mult ſtupeodiou Miracles, wrought not in cornzrs, or only among 
Favourites, but in the open view of the world, ja the face ot ſaga- 
cious and —_ Encmics, who yet could never find a Cheat in 
one of them? Hath not God fignalzed the Enemies ot holy Scrip- 
ture with remarkable Judgments trom Heaven 7 among whom were 
The'p-mpus and Theodefles , one of whom, as Euſebins lib. 8+ de præ- 
par Evang- cap. 5+ reports out of Arijtewr , was ſmitten with Made 
neſs , and the other with Blindneſs, tor attempting to prophanc the 
holy Scriptures ? Hath not the Scripture a mighty influence on Cons 
ſcxcnces, beyond all natural force, buth for ter tour and comitort, yea, 
and for lanctiſica:ĩon alſo ? And beſides, ate there not invincible 
Characters of a Divine Original inherent to the Sctiptuies? ſuch as 
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the incomparable ſanctity of Scripture Precepts , the unfathomable 
ſublimity of Scripture- Myſteries, which though Reaſon could never 
find out, yet being once diſcovered, Reaſon it (elf cannot but ac - 
knowledge to be admirably ſuitable for bringing about the ſal vation 
ot ſouls, the inimitable Majeſtick fimplicity of the ſtile , the won - 
derful methods for ſatisfying Divine Juſtice , reconciling ſinnett to 
God, and pacifying affi Conſcicnces. And laſtly, not to men · 
tioa more, the Native tendency of the whole Scriptures to lagige 
all men to the ſcrious ſtudy of holineſs, and to the hatred ot all 
manner of wickedneſs , by the mott powerful and rational motives 
imaginable; inſomuch that it's beyond controverſi: amongſt Cariſti - 
ans, though otherwiſe of various perſwafions, that the Sctipture is 
the Word of God ; Hence Bell. is ſorced to ſay, Jb. 1. de cr. Dei, 
ep, 2 Seripturi i nibil oft certins , nihil eit tins, and a little after, 
Sers $:riptzra reguls credendi certiſſi ma, tutiſimaque ct, that is, 
the Scripture is the moſt certain and moſt ſate Rule ot believing : 
Nay more, he concludes him an crrant Fool who derogites Faith 
from the Scriptures, his words ate, Vt ſtultiſimum ſe neceſſe ſit qui 
illi/ fidem ſe habeudam neget- 

S:condly , If Scriptures were not intellizible ar to all thinrs uc - 
eſſary to Salvati n, they ſhould not be ſuthi-ient tor the end tor 
which God made them, which is Jb. 20. 31+ That we may belicoe, 
and believing bave eternal life. If it b: anſwered, that they accom - 
pliſh their end, in ſo fit as their want of pzripicuity is lupplied by 
the Church, or by the definitions of the intallible Judge, this is ca- 
fily repelled , becauſe either the Church, and the intallible Judge, 
gather the underſtanding of theſ: Mylterics which they clearly pro- 
pound from Scripture, or not: if from Scripture , then Scripture did 
deliver them intelligibly , cKe could they not have been gathered 
from Scripture : if the Church, and the ſuppoſed infallible Judge, 
have not the knowledge of theſe Myſterics from the Scripture, then 
the Scripturcs does not, cannot effectuate the end tor which it was 
made, viz. to work Faith in us, and to guide us to Eternal Life , 
but that end is brought about by the Church, and by other means. 
Rumaniſts ¶ to uſe the phraſe of a late Writer ) repreſent God ſpeak-+ 
ing in the Scriptures as a Sphinx uttering Riddles, that the Pope, 
and his Paralites, may be reputed the only Oediputs in the world. 
But that ſiying of Hilary ot 'Poytiers, lib. 10. de Trinit- is no lels 
cx alleut than tamous, Non per difficiler nos Deus ad beatam vitam 
cat que, tiones In abſ.lmto nobis & facili et eternizar. How 
impious 
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impicus is it to ſay, that the Rotuiſu Church in her definitions ſpeaks 
more clearly than God w the Scriptures? Were not the Canons of 
the Council of Trert of purpoſe dubjouſly conceived , to ſatistic dit+ 
ferent intercfts ? Have not great Doctors that were preſent in the 
Ceuncil put contrary ſenſes on the Canons thereof ? Though Papiſts, 
and other He reticks, do accuſe the Scripture as unintelligible, yet 
doth not their own practice, at other times, conſute th.m? D 
they not argue from the Scriptures for their Opinions? How imper- 
tinent wcre this kind of arguing, it Scripture were not intelligible ? 
Neither can it be (aid, that they argue thus only, ad hominem, againſt 
us 3 for though we acknowledge the perſpicuity ot the Scriptures, 
yet not the Romiſh gloſſes im poſed on the Scriptures, and theretore 
theſe arguings could have no t1gniticancy againſt us, unleſs they ſup · 
poſed they could bring grounds from Scripture to prove the ir gloſſes 
to be true: Yea, docs not this — 106, 107, 105,109 
heap up a multitude of Scriptures which be ſuppoſes are expreſs a- 
gainſt the Deftrine of Proteſtants ? Theſe Scriptures thall be coutider- 
ed in their own place: Now only, doth not his alledging them, ſup- 
pole them inteligible . clpecially ſecing he propoſes them ſo nakedly 
without the Comment of axy infallible judge upon them? Tis 
true, there be obſcure places in Scripture, yet as Auſtin lib. de xtil. 
eredendi cap 6, cxcellcntly obſcrves, the Divine Wiſdom hath ſo 
med ified and tempered the Kcriptures , wt nemo inde baurire non 2 * 
fit quod ſibi ſati oft , ſi mod ad hauriendam devote & pie, ut vera Re- 
ligin p ſcit,accedat 3 bs e. that any man may learn from them what is 
ſufficient to his ſalvation, providing he ſearch them with that pious 
devotion which becomes a Religious Enquircr. And again, Ferm. 
11 · de verbis Dom. Paſcimur apertis, exircemur obſcurir, ibi fame; pel- 
litny , hic ſaſtidium;, i. e. clear Scriptures feed us, oblcure places cx- 
erciſe us; by the one our hunger is ſatistied, by the other our louthing 
is prevented. An1 Greg. Prefat. ad Leandrum, betore his Commen- 
taries on Fob, the Scripture is a River, Planus & altus, in gu Of 
ann ambulet, & Elepbas natet, both ſhallow and'dceep, wherein a 
Lamb may walk, and an Elephant (wim. 

Thirdly , Doch not the Scriptures comprehend all materi. objects 
of Faith? Arc they not able to make us wile unto ſalvation? 2 7 int, 
3+ 15+ How could they accompliſh this end, it they did not con. 
tain all that is neceflary to ſalvation ? It Romanitts run to their old 
Evaſion , that what is wanting in the Scripture, is ſupplad by the 
Church, they ate readily contuted, tor then the Scripture were not 
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able to make us wiſe to ſalvation, but the Church by other mean: 
(ould do it : If the Church have truths not contained in Scripture, 
eher they are more ſublime than theſe in Scripture, or not: Not 
more ſublime : Are there more ſublime Myſteries of Chriſtianity 
than the Myſteries of the Trinity, Incarnation, Reſurrection, all 
which are undoubtedly in Scripture. If then they be but inferiour 
Truths, ſecing God committed the meſt ſublime MyRerics to wri+ 
ting, how kept he up thoſe inferiour Truths? But whence bath the 
Church the knowledge of thoſe Myſteries not contained in Scrip- 
ture > if they ay from Oral Tradition, then Oral Tradition ſhould 
rather be the Rule of Faith, than the ſentence of the infallible Judge, 
which, I doubt, if the Jcſaited party will admit, Lappeal to all the 
Romaniſis in the world, to inſtance one Article of Faith conveyed 
down by Univerſal Tradition, and not contained in the Scripture ? 
ts there any dogmatical Controverſie betwixt Romaniſts and us, for 
which they pretend not Scripture / Is not this a practical teſtimony 
to the fulnets of Scripture, as comprehending all material objects of 
Faith, which at other times they diſpute againſt 7 
The chief diffi:ulty that here can be moved is, that Scripture cane 
not prove its own Original to be Divine , or define the number of Cano- 
nical Books. Not to inſiſt upon many things which may be replied, 
this alone, at this time, may ſuffice, that though what is obiected 
were true, yet Scripture would not ceaſe to be the Rule of Faith; 
it being ſufici. nt, that the Rule of Faith doth determine all queſtions 
about the material objects of Faith; whereas the Books of boly 
Scripture are either a part of the formal object of Faith, or at leaſt 
a condition belonging thereto; or to ſpeak more plainly, they are the 
Rule of Faith it ſelf: Nay, this is ſuch a Pedantick Sophiſm, as if to 
uſe M. Chillingworth's example in his ſaſe way to ſalvation, cap. 2. 
Se0t. 22. When a Merchant ſhewing his own ſhip, containing < his 
ſtock, ſays all his ſubſtance is in ſuch a ſhip, one ſhould infer, that ei- 
ther the ſhip were no part of his ſubſtance, ar that the ſhip were in 
her ſelf ; whereas the Merchants expreſſion imports no more, but 
that all his goods diſtinct from the ſhip were contained therein. So 
if Scripture be able to determine all queſtions of Religion, concern» 
ing the material objects of Faith, though thoſe, which relate to ics 
being the Rule, receive Evidence another way, it loſes nothing of 
this property of the Rule of Faith. And to ſhew that Romaniſts are 
no leſs concerned in this objection than we, 1 ask if they can aſligu 
any, Rule of Faith that can refolve all queſtions which may be moved 
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ing it ſelf, as whether Oral Tradition, or the definition of 
the viſible Judge be the Rule ; or which ſoever of theſe be pitched 
upon, can it prove its own infallibility ? can it refoly: what Articles 
of Faith are only to be karned by unwritten Tradition, and not at 
all by Scripture , or who is the ſubject of Intalhbiliry , whether the 
Pope or Council, or both conjunctiy / Is it not like that before, they 
produce a Rule of Faith to reſolve theſe and ſuch like queſtions, they 
will betake thernſclves to our Anſwer , that it's not requiſite that 
the queſtions which concern the being ot the Rule ut Faith, be reſol - 
ved by the Rule it felt, only I muſt mind them, that theſe things 
muſt at leaſt have evidence from ſome other head, which I doubt 
will hardly be found, concerning the qucitions laſt mentioned: But 
the queſtions which they move to us concerning the Divine Original 
of the Scriptures, and the number of Canonick Books, receive a 
clear determination , partly from the motives of Credibility, as Ro- 
maniſts themſelvcs conteſs, concerning all the Books which we hold 
as Canonical, The like cannot be ſaid of their Apocrypha Books, us 
ſhall appear Sed. 3. and Append. 1. to cap. 7. and partly by the in- 
triaſick Characters of a Divine Original, for thoſe are inherent to 


all the Books ot Scripture, and to no other writing, conſcq iently- , 


thoſe give evidence ot their Divine Extract, though not by a for- 
mal teſtimony. I ſhall not here inliſt upon the reflex teſtimony which 
Ecrip: ure gives to its own Divine Origmal, 2 Tim. $+ 16+ All Scrip- 
ture is given by inſpiration of Cod, or of the ground which is given, 


Roms 3. 2. todilprove the Apocrypha Books as no part of the lacred | 


Canon ot the Old Teſtament, in as much as the Scri.ture of the 
Old Teſtament was delivered to the JewiſhChurch, which certainly 
never owned the Apoerypha Books as part of the Scriptures, as is clear 
from Joſiphus , lib. t. againſt Appion. Yet becauſe we mult tirſt ſup- 
pole the Divine Original of thole teitimonics, betoxe we argue from 
them therefore I reft on what I have ſaid: What need I more, fo 
full are the Scriptures, that Bafil Serm. de vers fide, concludes it a 
manitcf talling from the Faith, partes Tarroecly wicues, aud 2 cer- 
tain proof of pride 5 aberwv 74 26,24 yoounnar, & inuenyuy T4 
7% wh yryeappiier , either to rexeRt any thing thing that is wri6 
ten, Or to introduce any thing that is not written. 

Fourthly , Doth the Amthority of the Scriptures depend upon any 
prior Rule ; it there were any, ſhould it not be cither Tradition, or 
the definition ot the Church not Tradition? The molt that the 
Council of Trent darcd to ſay for Traditions, was to cqual them 
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with the Scripture , to be received pari pietatis affcflu 3 but if they 
were a Prior Rule, upon whoſe Authority the Authority of Scrip» 
ture did depend, they ſhould be preferred to the Scripture. I ac- 
knowledge Traditiou to have a chict place among the motives of 
Credibility, preparing us to believe the Scripture ; Tradition, I lay, 
rot of the Church only, but alſo ot Intidels : Yea, the teſtimony of 
Inhdels, in this caſe, may p:rhaps be more convincing than the te · 
ftimony of the Church, tor Enemies cannot be ſuppoled to be cor+ 
rupted by intereſt, to give teſtimony againlt their own ſelves : Nor 
will, | hope, Romaniſts be fo impudent, as to ſay, that the teſtimony 
of Infidels is the Rule ot Faith? It Tradicion of the Church were 
to be the Rule, cither it muſt be the Tradition of the Church un- 
der this R:duplication, 2s being the Church, or as the Tradition and 
tcltimony ot ſuch prudent men: Nut the hrit 3 for the Chur :h can» 
not be known as a Church, bit by the proper notes ot the Church 
and theſe cannot be had, bat by the Rule ot Faich , this being a part 
of our Faith, chat theſe are the proper notes of the true Church, 
and conſ.quently 1 mult firſt know the Rulc ot Faith, betote 1 «now 
the Church under the r<duplication ot a Church. This, | ſuppoſe, 
will be toand to be demonltrativecly concluave: It therctore the 
Tradition ot the Church only as the teſtimony of prudent men, be 
ſaid to be the R ile, a mecrly humane thing ſhould be the principal 
Rue ot the Curiſtian Faith and Religion, winch I believe no Chri- 
lian, unlc(s he be of a Socinian imprettion, will admit, I conte ſs the 
concurring, teſtimony, and Tradition ot ſo many prudcat men, who 
cannot be {u,poled to have colluded together upon any bale defign 
to cheat the World, may be ſo tar convincing , as to ſhew that 
there is no tationil ground of doubting che Divine Original of the“ 
Scriptares , and ſo may remove thole prejudices which night have 
impeded our diſcovety of thoſe intrintick Riys ot Mayclty reiplen- 
deut in the holy Scripturcs , which arg the chiet Evidence ot their 
D vine Original. Bat belides, giving, aud not granting, that our 
leut to the Divine Original ot the Scriptures were only tounded 
upon the Churches Tradition, yet it doth not tollow, that the 
Churches Tradition (h54!d be the ptincipil Rule of Faith: Which | 
illatteace by two cxumples. It's granted by all, that the Veracity ot 
G4 15 the tormal object of Faith, it not in whole, yet in part; but 
the ti-it aſſ-nt that is given to the Veracity of God, is ſurcly found- 
cl upon Natural Reaſon ; Yet Sol men themſelves will not ad- 
mit chat thuſ- Natural Realens, which prove the Veracity ot God, 
are 
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are the formal object of Faith, as may be ſcen in Lugo de fe, diſp. r, 
Sells 6. and- Carleton, Tom. 2+ Theol Sebald. diſp. 3. Seft. 2. & 2+ 
Who would be further ſatisfied how Natural Reaſon is not the Rule 
of Faith and Religion, albeit Religion and Faith do preſuppoſe Rua» 
{on , 1 muſt remit them tothe D:bates of our Diviues again Socixi- 
ant, and to thoſe betwirt the Paradoxal Author of 11 
Scripture Interpret, aud Vogelſangin', e. Only now T conclude à 
pari though Tradition alone ſaould prove the Divine Original of 
the Scripturcs , yet would it not neceſſarily follow, that Tradition 
were the principal Rule of Faith. 1add another example, ſuppoſe 
the King ſent a Letter to his Subjects, containing his pleaſure, as to 
ſundry particiſlars of moment, although the teſtimony of a Truly 
zcarer might give Evidence, that the Letter were truly the Kings, 
yeewgould it be the Kings Letter, and not the B-arers teſtimony, that 
would be the rule ot the Subjects obedience. The Applica ion is ob- 
vious Th: ſame rcafons demonttrate , that neither can the defini» 
tiom of the Church be the firſt Rule ot Faith, for we muſt know the 
Rule of Faich, beture we know the Church as a Church, it being by 
the Rule of Faich that we have the knowledge of the notes ot the 
Church. Nay turthzr , the Church is bile upon the Foundation of 
Prophets and Apuſtics, Epheſ. 2. 20+ that is, upon the Scriptures of 
the Old aud New Teſtament : tor as Ethius well oblerves, Prophets 
and Apoliles arc ſaid to be the Foundation of the Church, ratione 
Doftniae , in teſpect ot thcir Doctrine , but the Doctrine of the old 
Prophets was ouly preſerved cntircly and incorruptly in the Scrip - 
turcs z tor that the Traditions ot thole times were vitiated , Chriſt 
witneſſes oftner than once. Shall the Law of the moſt High Gol re- 
ccive Authority fram his Creatures ? Did Moſes , when he received 
the Law trom the mouth of the Lord, wait for the ſuffrages ot the 
Church, or their Repreſentatives, to make it Authentick ? Whence 
have we the knowledge of the infallible and reciprocal notes of the 
Church, but from the Scripture ? Then, ſurely, the belief of the 
Scripture muſt be preſuppoſed to the diſtin knowledge of the true 
Church, conſequently our Faith cannot ultimately be reſolved into 
the definitions ot the Church. 

Fitthly and Laſtly , Is not the Scripture 2 publick Standard of Di- 
vine Truth , whercby the Church may cmvince Gain-ſayers ? Doth not 
the Apoſtle, 2 Tims 3. 16. (ay, that the Scripture is profitable for re- 
proof, ve , for evident conviction ? Did not Apollos. 
Add. 18+ 28. mighty convince the Jews by the Scriptures? Hence 
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- Athanaſius 5 Oral. cont. gentes , 'Avraqxticuty "yay How at 4 
I eee essa were Thy The aanbdas dnray ines i. e. the ſa- 
cred and divine ly inſpired Seriptures are abundantly ſufficient for the 
Declaration of the truth: Nor do I doubt but the arguings of Pro 
teſtants from the Scripture leave Convictions upon ]cſurted Roma - 
niſts, albeit, through intereſt and prejudice, they ſtifle them, and 
ſtudy Cavils againſt the clear light of Scripture, Can cither the ſe- 
cret Euthuſi ms of a Quaker be ſuch a publick Standard and mean 
to convince others, or yet the Enthuſiaſtick deciſions of the Romith 
pretended infallible Judge, ſceing he acither can give Evidence of 
his Infal'ibility , nor intallible grounds upon which he pronounces 
his ſentences, &fe upon thoſe grounds, without his ſentence people 
might be convinced of the truth. By theſe hints, I hope it may ap · 
pear, that the properties of the Rule of Faith, do exaQtly agree to 
the Scriptures , but no more to the deciſions ot the Romiſh intalli- 
ble viſible Judge, then to the Enthuſiaſlick fancics oft Quakers, 1 
may not now digrels to conſute Quaker whimſics, concerning the 
light within, which they make the Rule of Faith; which 1 Fope, 
e're long, ſhall be accurately done by the Pen of a Learucd and Judi- 
cious perſon in this place, 

If the judgment ot Antiquity, as to this matter, be required, it 
were ealie to a Volum, Take only a tew touches, Ireneus lib. 3. 
cap. \+ calls the Scripture the Pillar and Ground of Truth: Chryſ.jt. 
in 2 Epiſt. ad Cor. H m- 13. clk the Scripturcs d ler A r g- 
yr nal 16 perk, 9 xaibre , the cxict Billince, Rule, % Canem 
oi all things : Greg Nyſſen lib. . c nt. Exnome in Append. operu u 
Bifilii, nerrneuy eogaric Tis ieee Gi rare eile U r- 
cle bot henne, that is, Jelunyorerſcy bong Inter preoict, tn omni 
d gmate (puma judicandi ratio eft diviitus inſpirata ſcripturs , the 
divincly inſpired Scripture +: the beſi Rule by which we can judge of 
every Article of Faith. Baſil Epiſt. 80. ad Exſtath. calls the Scrip- 
ture, viper x abe os oghs abye, the Law and Rule of that 
which is right. Athanahu in Synopſs a tchorat & ſuſtentacula fidei, 
the Anchors and Pillars ot Faith. Awjtin lib. . de b Pt. cont, Donat. 
caÞ+ 6+ Stateras divinas, Divine Ballauces. Tertzll. libs 4+ cont. Mar- 
cion cap» 3. the Chriſtian digets, alluding to the Civil Law, which 
is a Rule in Law calcs; and Caſſted. lib. 1+ Injtit. cap. 12. and 15, by 
a like alluſion, the Pandec ii. Bede is very expres, as cited by Gratian 
canſ. d. que,. 1. cap. 28. that the Scripturc is unica credindi & vi 
t endi regula, the only Rulc ut Faith and Lite. 


Theſe 


— — — K LAs 


the Rule f Faith. 89 
* Theſe things being ſo clear, I will now examine the Obje ctions 

| of the er, which it they conclude any thing, make as 
| againſt themſclves, or any Rule of Faith they can pretend 
to, yea ſerve as well to prove that the Scriptures are no ground of 
Faith at all. as that they are not a ground of the Religion of Prute · 
ſtants. In truth they are Cavils more beſceming an Atheiſt that 
would overturn all Religion, than a Chriſtians yet leaſt he ſhould 


ſay his Arguments were not anſwered , I ſhall take them to coalt- 
dcration. 


SECT. 111. 


The Pampbleters four principal Objedions ag ainft the Scriptures 
being the compleat Rule of Faith , diſcuſſed. 


Bjection firſt , He enquires, pag. 50+ whether I make the Serip - 
tures, as tramſl med, or at in p Original Tongner , the Rule of 
Faith, and ground of our Religion. [Not as tranſlated, becauſe Chamicr 
ub. “1. cap. 2. Se. IY. D. Feacly 3 wbors he call D. Daniel in his 
Treatiſe, the Dipper: dipped, pag. 1+ and P. Barron, tract. 1. cap. 2+ 
Pag- 46. ſay that Tranſlations only are Autbentich,, in ſo far as they a- 
gree with Originals. Now thoſe Original Tongues of Hebrew, Greek, 
and Syriack , not one of a thouſand underſtand: And furtber, faith he, 
our Tranſlations are cenſured by Proteſtants : Tainglius accuſes Luthers 
Verfion of Errours, Luther himſelf confeſſes that be puts in the word 
ſola in the Text , which war ut in the Original: Car, Molinæus ſays 
Calvin in bis Harmony, makes the Text trip up and down, Caltalio ac* 
enſes Beta Tranſlation of 'many erronrs, M. Parkes taxes the Geneva 
Tr nſlati m of many erroxrs and, ſo din M. Burges, aud Hugh Brough- 
toa, our Engliſh Verſion d yea e er Jays, that it cauſes millions of 
Souls to run to eternal flames, and in the Verſions made wader Q. Eli- 
zaberh, and K. Jumes, there be many diverſitier ; ſometimes that put in 
the Text which war in the Margin , and that in the Margin which was 
in the Text. 

To this titſt Atheiſlical invective againſt the holy Scriptures, which 
for moſt part is ſtoln from Breerly, Apol. traft. 1. Sed. 10. ſubdivif. 4. 
and trad. 2, cap..2. Sed. io. ſubdiviſ- 2. 1 auſwer firſt by retortion. 
This Obj: on militates as ſtrongly againſt Romaniſts, as againſt us: 
For atter the ſame manner it miay be enquired , whether the deſinĩti- 
ons of the Cnurch, or intallible vilible Judge, namely , the D-cre- 
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ta]s of Popes, and Canons of Councils, be the ground of their Faith 
and Religion in the Languages wherein they were firſt given out, 
viz, in Greek, or Latin, or as Tranſlated ? Nat as * ted, be» 
cauſe the Tranſlations are not Authentigal, but in ſu far as they agree 
with the Principals , and the Principals by many arc not underſtood : 
But beſides, what aſſurance can they have that thoſe Originals are 
not corrupted in the conveyance by fallible men? Have not Learned 
Criticks diſcovered, that mary ſuppolititivus Dygretals, and Canon 
cf Councils, are obtruded on the Chriſtian world by Romaniſts / 
Hath not Iſdort Clarins, a Popiſh. Writer, noted as mapy Errours in 
the Vulgar Latin Vezlion , as any of thoſe, mentioned in the Obje- 
ction, have alledged in the Verſions of Proteſtants ? conſquer.tly 
Romaniſts themſclycs mult cnſcſi 4his Argument of the Pamphleter 
to be a Sophiſm, ſecirſy it oferturns alſo the ground of their Religi- 
on : Nay, the ſame Cavil might have been moved againſt the Jgcicoe 
Chriſtian Church, for in her alſo there were many who underitood 
not the Hebrew Text; yea, ſome of the Fathers had little under- 
ſtanding of that Language 3 thea allo there were innumerable Latin 
Tranſlations, made by falliLle perilous, witucſs Auſtin, lib. 2. de dall. 
Chriſti. cap. 10+ & 11+ though he do prefer caps1 5. the Italian Tran. 
ſlation to the reſts yet ſo far was the Ancicnt from eſtecm - 
ing it perſect, that Hierom judged it needſul to make a new Tran- 
lation of the Old Teſtament out of the Hebrew, as himſelf re- 
ports, lib. de viris illuſtribut cap · ult. and to cottect the etrouts of 
the Vulgar verſion of the New Teſtament out of the Greek ; which 
work he undertook and performed , at the requeſt of Damaſus Bi- 
(bop of Rome, as apptars by Hierom, Epift. 123. Prefat. ad Evang- 
81 Damaſ. and by Caſfied Inftit. lib. 1. cap. 1 2. Doth not the Pam» 
phleter brhave himſclt like an Atheiſt, ſecing his Objections againſt 
us militate agaiuſt uy it ſelf? Is not this a ſtrong demonſtra» 
tion, that our Religion is the true Chriſtian Religion, that the Ar- 
guments of Papilts againſt us are the Cavils which Intidels might uſe 
againſt Chriſtianity it ſelf? ©, 

Secondly , Therefore leaving fetorſion, I anſwer abſolutely , that 
Scriptere, both in the Originals, and when faithfully tranſlated , is 
the Rule of Faith. If an Ambaſſadour deliver his mind by an Inters 
preter , are not the words of the Interpreter the words of the Am- 
baſſadour ? Was not the Faith of the Epheſians built upon the Foun- 
dation of the Prophets and Apoſiles ? Epbeſ. 2+ 20. Bt it cannot be 
{.ppcled with any prebab{lity, that all the Epbiſtans did underſtznd 


the 
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- the Originals of che Prophets writings , for they were not Jews 3 
therefore furdly their Faith has been built on travſlated 'Scripcure : 
* Neither can Chrilts Command of ſearching the Ecriptures, 7ob.y 39. 
be te ſluicted to the Originals only, ſeeing himſelf, and the Apullice, 
did frequently cite the Scriptures according to the Vet fron of the 
70. Neither ſay Chamier, Featly, or D. Barron, any thing contrary 
to this, tor they only deny Vertions to be the Rule of Faith, in (v 
far as they diſagree from the Originah; yea, then to ſpeak properly, 
they are not Tranſlations at all : I notice not much the wrong Cita- 
tion of Chamicr, in whoſe lib. 1. cap. 2. there is not a Se. 1 5. tor 
the Pamphleter ſhews himſelf tobe as implicite in his Citations, as in 
his Faith. 

Only it may be replied , How tan illiterate perſons reſolve their 
Faith upon a tranſlated Bible , ſeeing they cannot examine its conformity 
or diſcenfirmity with the Original, they being ignorant of the Lan- 
guage ? But it may as calily be retorted , How can an illiterate man 
reſolve his Faith upon the definition of the Council of Trent, or up- 
on the Doway or Rhemiſt Tranſlations , or upon a Bull or Decretal 
of the Pope, ſec int he cannot examine if theſe be faithfully tranſla- 
ted from rhe Latin? What anſwer Romaniſts give, we can give the 
ſame. Had not the Pamphleter been diſpoſed to quarrel, he might 
have found this difficulty copiouſly cleared in that Cap. of D. Bar- 
ron Apodex. which himſelf cited, viz. trad. 1 cap. 2+ Shortly then, 
for ſatisſaction of the Reader, Ianſwer, that a perſon unskilled in 
the Original Language, may not only have a humane moral certain- 
ty of the conformity of his Engliſh Bible with the Original , upon 
the teſtimony of a Proteſtant Church, and Learned Paſtors, but alſo 
as Camero in his excellent tratiat, de notis quibus verbum Dei in ſpecie 

dignoſcitur Not. 3 · obſerves, there is a ſpecial Divine Character in the 
Scripturcs, which is not to be reſtricted to the Original Languages, 

but individually inherent to the Doctrine of Scripture in whatſo- 
ever Language, if it be faithfully tranflated , which the Author 
doth there copiouſly illuſtrate. Among other things , he uſes this 
example, pag» 32, Some of Averroes writings are tranſlated into vc- 
ry barbzrous Latin, yet there is no judicions Reader (faith he) but 
will diſcern Averroes ta have been a moſt Eloquent man, the Tropes, 

Figures, and Metaphors, being kept in the Verſion. He compares a 

faithful Tranſlation to a Picture drawn with Ink, by which we may 
diſcern the ſineaments and comelineſs of the perſon repreſented 
thereby, though not the colour. So albcit there be lome chings acci- 
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dental in the Original Language which a Tranſlation cannot ex- 
preſs, yet ſtill there is as much as may. manifeſt che Divine Original 
of the Ser iptures. For further ſatisſaction in this thing, I ſhall con- 
mend to the ſincere Lover of Truth, the peruſal of that Tra- 
ctate of Camero , and of an excellent little Treatiſe. of D. Owey , of 
the Divine Original , Authority, and ſelf- evidencing hght and 
power of the S:riptures. Neither ought it ſeem ſtrange to any, that 
there ſhould be ſuch a ſclf-cvidencing light in the Doctrines of ſal- 
vation contained in holy Scripture » yea, there is a kind of neceſſity 
it muſt be ſo , ce nſidering the poſture of kutmane affairs. For ſeeing - 
the World is divided into ſo many various Languages , whether the 
Lor d thought tit to reveal the Docti ine of ſalvation by a written lu- 
ſtrument , ſuch as the Scriptures, or by the defimit ion of a viſible 
Judge, as Papiſts pretend, yet it behoved to be delivered in ſome one 
Language; and (ecing, thoſe. Truths were, by the conte ſſiom ut both 
Parties, to be conveyed io others cf diffezent Languages, by the 
means of fallible perlons , either there behoved to be au intrinfick e- 
vidence in the Doct ine, to ſhew that it ene from God, which we 
affirm , or the moſt part of he world ſhould only have a oral and 
humanc certainty of thoſe Myſteries of ſalvation , which the plura- 
lity, both ot Papiſts and Proteſtants, do judge infuthcient to ſalva- 
tion. It's no Phanatical Enthuſiaſm therefore to ſay, that ſouls cn» 
lightned by the Spirit of God, without the knowledge of Greek or 
Hebrew Languages, in a faithſully tranſlated Bible, may ſee the won- 
ders of Gods Law. I ſay no more than Caſſie, Inſtir. lib. 1. cp. 16. 
Qeid in illis literit miilitatir & ſmavitatis non invenies , fi puriſſi mo 
lumine mentis intend it; i. c. What ſpiritual utility or faavity will 
not be ſound in theſe divine writings , if thou look on them with a 
pure eye? Neither doth he reſtrict this to the Original Languagesz 
and therefore cap: 21. ſpeaking of Hierom, Beatus E:cronymus, nich 
he, Latine Lingue diltator cximins, qui nobis in Tranſlati-ne Divi- 
n Scripture tamum pre/titit , ut a1 Hebreum ſontem pene u (gea» 
mus acciderts Hc 10 highly commends Hier-ms Tranſlauon ot Scrip- 
ture, as if there were not much more necd of the, Original 3 and 
therefore ſuppoſes that trauſlated Scriproze cold be 4 ground of 
Fath. Learned Herabcekh, Part. 1. Ile l. preGls lib. 1.cop+ 3. records 
many ĩuitanccs of holy pei ſons, boch Ancient and Mi dern, who ſelt 
a divine convincing and converting power in the Scripturcs, ſuch as is 
nat to be found in avy other writing : What ſcrious Chriltian can but 
acknowledge, that there js a fiup:ndious Majelty yet tempered with 
an. 


F the Rule of Faith. 93 
an idmĩrable ſweet condiſcention in the Scriptures? Though there 
be ſublime Myſteries in holy Writ, which Natural Reaſon could ne- 
ver have diſcovered , yet all of them are wonderfillly ſuited for car- 
rying on the work of a fianers ſalvation y the like whereof is not to 
pe found in any other Religion whatſoever : Whereupon Learned 
Divincs do conclude , that in the Complex of the Principal, or Fun- 


damental Doctrines of Chriſtianity, is an intrinſick evidence of their 
Divine Original. Ard concerning the (tile of holy Scripture, Camero 


hath an excellent expreſſion, Tom. 3. pag · 138. Eft ditinum ali 

in Scripture ſtilo quod «ff ari non peſſmm,perſintiſcitur tamen; i. e. there 
is ſome divine thing in the ſtile ot holy Scripture which I cannot ex- 
preſs; yet it is felt which he illuſtratesby this ſimile, when an An- 
gel appears, though he aſſume an humane ſhape, there is ever ſome - 
thing peculiar in the Apparition, which ſtrikes the mind of the Be- 


holder with an appiehenſion of ſomewhat extraordinary : , it then 


any wonder there be ſomething peculiar in the Scriptures of God, 
to demonſtrate their Divine Original ? Though I ſpeak for the (elt- 
evidencing light ot holy Scripture, I do acknowledge the great uſc- 


ſulocſs of the Motives ot Credibility in their own place, tor they - 


prepare the mind for diſcerning this D. vine Light reiplendent in the 
Scriptures. 


It this do not ſatisfic peftinacious Romanilſts , they may at Lft . 


conſider what their Learued Cardinal de Lago hath faid , dj/p+ 1- de 
fide $c&. v, 8. where he maintains, at length, agaialt his Fellow - Je- 
ſuits, that the fuſt aſſent given by Chriſtians to Scriptural Revelati - 
on is immediate, and not founded upon any Prior objective grourd. 
Indecd he calls it obſcure and incvident , but withal infallible, mot 
certain, and immediate, yea; he particularly denies it to be founded 
on the teſtimony of the Church, Miracles, or conſtancy of Martyte, 
Ce. only he athrms, that a man comparing Scriptural Revelation 
accompanied with fuch Miracles, the death of Martyrs, the appto- 
batien ct ſo many judicious Doctors, &c. with the Idea which he 


hat li in his mind ot a D.vine Revelation, finds ſuch à conſogancy + 


butwixt them, that without any diſcurſive inference, he inuncdi- 
atcly aſſents to that Revelation as D.vine, which the ſaid Author 
illuttrates by this fim.tlicude , as when, faith he, a man receives 4 
Letter tron; his Friend, ot hears him ſpeak at a diſtance , he com- 
parcs the Characters of the Letter, and the Voice which he hears, 
with the Idea which he hath in his mind of his Friends Wiiting cr 
Voice; and ſo, without any argumentation , concludes this is his 
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Friend Writ, or Vuice , and ſuch he ſuppoſes to be our firſt aſſent 
to Divine Revelation. This Notion of the Cardinal, for which he 
diſputes with much Learning and acutenels , quite overturns the 
whimſics of the Pamphleting Miſſionaries, who would have the 
firſt aſſent to Scriptural Revelation , to be grounded on the teſtis 
mouy of the Church, or definition of their infallible Judge. 

As for the Clamours of the Adverſary, that thy Proteſtant! men» 
tioned in the Objellion , have charged tbe Tranſtations of one another 
with Erronrs and Diſcrepanciers Ought be not to remember, that 
there be as great varicty and contraricty betwixt the Verſions made 
by Popiſh Authors, ſuch as Lyranws Paulus Brugenſit, Valla, Cajetan, 
Eraſmus, Pagnin, Arriat, Montanus, &c. Had thoſe imagined a per- 
fection in the Vulgar Latin, would they have diſſented from it fo 
often? Do not Vega, Andradins, Driedo, Miriana afhrm , that the 
Council of Trent, when it declared the Vulgar Latin to be Authen» 
tical Scripture 4 never intended to aſſert its freedom from Errour ? 
- Doth not Iſidore Clarizs, a Popiſh Biſhop aver, that he has amended 
$0co places in the Vulgat Latin, and yet left many to be correct - 
ed yea, ſo many were the Errourg of the Clementine Tranſlation, 
that one ſpared not to call it the New Tranſgreſſion- 

But forbearing to recriminate , Ian{wer firit, Had not this Pam · 
phleter reſolved to abuſe his Reader, by often-corſuted Cavils, he 
might have learned frody our Authors, that choſe Cenſures, for moſt 
part, aft rather the ſuperſætation of over-reaching pallion , than a 
rational and compoſed Verdict of our Tranſlations. Might he not 
have found how the Learned and Mcdeſt River in Iſageg. ad Serip» 
turam Fac. 12. doth chaſtiſe both Caſtalio, and Hugh Browghton, 
- for their Petulancy , upon more Judicious Tranſlators than them- 
ſelves? May not Foſeph Scaligers teſtimony of Beza's Tranſlation 
preponderate Caftalio's Cenſure ? 


- - In quibus & fetus ſuprs cap it extwlit omnes . 


Ille tuorum operum ſumma caputq; liber 
Qs penetrale novi reſer atur faderis & quo 
Diſcuſſa lucem nocle videre uatur. 

When the paſſage of Hugh Broughton , alledged by the Pamphle- 
ter, had been objected by F. Jeb to D. Shirman , the Doctor in 
his Reply, pag · 962. ſpares not to call him paſſionate Hagbi and 
withal ſhews , that the quin thing which offended Browghtox at our 
Tranllation, was ſomething concerning the queſtion of the deſcent 


of the Soul of Chriſt to Hell. I cannot examine whether Zuinglins 
be 
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be faithfully cited, not baving his Works: But though Gerard the 
Latheran , in uheriori exegeſ. loc. de ſcript. cap. 29+ Fell. 122+ gives 
an account of other of our Authors not fo well fati-fred with La- 
thers German Tranſlation , yet he has no word of Zuinglins ; Hows 
ever, they who know the anitnofities which the Sacramentarian Con- 
troverſie did breed , will not think ſtrange, though Zuinglint and 
Luther uſed more aſperity in Cenfuring the Works of one another 
than was fitting, The Cenſure of Car.lus Molinexs is not much to 
be regarded , he being no Divine, but an unſetled, though Learned 
Lawyer; first a Papilt, then a Proteſtant, and afterwards with the 
Dog rc turning to his Vomit, and re-imbracing Popery , he breathed 
forth invectives againſt worthy men, as is uſual with Apoſtates to 
be haters of their own Se. This is teſtined of him by Luce? - 
ander, Epitom. Hiſt. Eccleſ. cent. 16. Anno 1566. pag, 80 2. As for 
the acknowledgment of Lather, that he ad Jed the word Sola, you 
ey take the Anſwer of Gerard the Lutheran , loc · cis. Secl. 325. 
Non verba numeravit , ſenſum exprimere voluit. And indeed, though 
would have Tranſlicors to be punctual in their Verſion of Scrip- 
ture, yet it's a ſure truth, that we arc juſtified by Faith alone, or as 
the Apoſtle faith, ly Faith, nitbout the wrks of the Law. But leaving 
further to canvaſe thoſe unadviſed cxpreſlious of ſome Proteſtants 
Authors, which are nothing ad ſumma in rei, I can preſs Romaniſts 
with contrary Vetdicts of Popes concerning the Vulgar Latin, Six» 
r Quintns, and Climent the 8. All they can object to us, are but 
ſome raſh cxprethors of private men, who can pretend to no Au- 
thority. 
S$ccondly , Therefore I anſwer , that we ought carefully to di- 
ſtinguifh betwixt ſmaller Grammatical Eſcapes, and ſubſtantial Ex- 
rours, overturning Articles of Faith. It's not denied , but the firſt 


may be incident to any Verſion made by humane induſiry: but 1 ap- 


peal all the Romiſh Party, to try if they can charge the Engliſh 
Translation, which is made uſe of in this Church, with any ſub- 


„ Nantial Errour and Article of Faith; that had been the moſt ſolid 


way of argiing againſt us. As for the diverſiticr betwixs the Engliſh 

Trarſlation under & Elnabeth, and K. James d. I ſuppoſe it will be 
tound, that both tne reading laid alide, and that which is ſubſtitu« 
ted, ate cont. rm to the At alogy of Faith, though the one may be 
more agrecable to the Original and Series of the Context, and ſo is 
pretcrrable to the other; by which the ingenuity of Proteſtant Chur- 
ch.s may appear, they being willing to correct the leatt failures 
Ic 
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It were eaſie to demonſtrate, that the Papiſts vulgar Verſion is often 

ilty of ill Latin, and worſc Divinity a Who x of 
- varieties, contradictions, crrours, and batbariſms of the Vulgar 
Latin, Ircfter them to D. James bellum Papale, Calov. Crit. Sac, de 
Verſ. Vulg. Chamier Parſtrat. Tom. 1. lib. 14. cap. 11, 12, 13+ and to 
Sixtinus Amama, in Anti barbaraBiblice. lib. 1«c ap. 9, 10, 11+ who 
alſo ſhews, cop. 12, 13+ chat ſeſuit Serrarixs , Bellarmine, Baptiſts 
Bandinxs, the Reviſer of the Vascan Prels, Lucas Bruzenſir, yea,and 
the Prefacer to the Clementine Verſion , do acknowledge that the 
Latin Verſion , as laſtly cortected by Clement . hath yet its own 
treſpaſſes, and deſerves further emendation. But this is the miſ- 
chick of Rome's pretended Infallibiliry , that ſhe will rather juſtly 
know faults ; thay by amending them, humbly corfels her (clt talli- 
ble. In a word, except Romaniſts cin prove that in our Tranſlations 
there be ſuch Errours, as deftroy the ſubſtantials of Chriſtianity , 
(which though the Conclaves ot Rome and Hell do joyn forces, 
cannot be done ) it cannot be concluded that our. Bibles are not a 
ſufficient Ground ard Rule of Faith. 

To ſhut up the Anſwer to this Objection, Richard Cppell iv his 
Remains, pag. 30, 31+ preſents this Notion to the conſideration of 
the Godly Learned, that ſeeing the Lord hath commanded his pco- 

ple to hear, read and ſearch the Scriptares , which the multitude 
cannot do but in ſome Tranſlation or other, and God being in his 
Providence very careful that his Church ſhall not want ſuiicient pro- 
viſion for their Souls, therefore he, the ſaid M. "appell, ſuppoſes, 
that God ever hach, doth; and will fo atliſt Tranſlitors, that, tor the 
main, they ſhall not err. And indecd, though the Vulgar Latiu be 
but too faulty, as | have already ſhewcd , yer we deny not, but it 
is a Bible, and contains the ſubſtantials of Religion: N. ĩther have I 
any doubt, but many have been converted by it 3 ſuch as Peter Mar- 
yr, Zinchins, Luther, Oec lampadiut, & c. I am not to adopt M. Cap - 
pell's Nocion, yet ſhould it hold, tar 1:f; could there be ground to 
Cavil againſt our Tranſlations, az not being a ſuthcient ground of 
Faith, they being much more pure and agteeable to the Originals 
than the Vulgar Latin, as cannot but be clear to thoſe who have any 
meaſure of $kill ro compare them. 

Objedlion 2. Tne Pamphleter, p2g. 54, 55, 56. accuſes the Original 
Texts of  Seriptire as corrupted » in ce mfirmation whereof be alledzer, 
that it s doubted, in what Lan nige ſome parts of Scripture were trit- 
icy 3 that Calvin ard Luther quejtioned tbe parity of tbe Originals ; 


that 
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that there be various Leftions in the Hebrew tht the Is, Chrit: 
profeſſed Enemies , five bundred years after Chriſt, iat euted the Febrew 
Points, or oreli, and corrupted the Text , but that bef re this ert. 
tion their Vulzar Latin was made; that Heretichs 4%, particular.) 
-Arrians, Macedonians, Neſtorians, & c. had their band in adulter ating 
Scripture , for which he alledges Irenæus, Tertull. ard Eulcbius , but 
cites no place in any of them, that we have nt the Autograpnes 
written by Prophets or Apoſil:s, and all Cpies are ſubjeci to Haut. 
In the end he concludes , that there is no remedy for theſe coils, with+ 
ont an infallible viſible Judge. 

In all this he doth {till bchave himſclf like an Atheiſt. Doth he 
rot by concluding the Original Scriptures to be all corrupted , razc 
with one ſtroak the Foundation of the Chriſtian Religion ? Is not 
this a pregnant evidence of the impicty of the Romiſh Intereſt , and 
truth of the Proteſtant Religion, that Romaniſts cannot tight againſt 
us but with the Weapons of Infidels ? tor ſupporting their Babel, 
they will venture the ruine of all Religion ,. ridente Turca, nic delen- 
fe ud.co« 

For anſwer therefore to this Blaſphemous Cavil, let firſt the Pam - 
phleters inconliltency with himſelf be noticed, In his former Seition 
be brought Scriptures to prove the necellity of an infallible viſible 
Judgez yet here he affirms, we cannt K A line of pure Scripture, 
that is not vitiated , but by the ſentence of this infallible Fudge. Is 
not this to intaugle himſclt into a manitelt Circle, or contradiction ? 
Secondly , Was this maa compos mentis, when he brings in Irenexs, 
Tertullian Origen, and Euſebiut, teſtifying that the Scriptures were 
corrwpted by Arrians,, Macedonians, and Neſftorians z; whereas theſe 
Herelies were not broached in the times of moſt of thoſe Authors? 
Yea further he affirms, that the Vulzar Latin Verſin was made before 
the Scriptures were corrupted, where hc inſinuates, that the Bible was 
not cortupted till after Hierom's time ( Hierom being the Author ot 
the greater part, at leaſt, of the Valgue Litin, by the acknowledg- 
ment of moſt J.dicious Romaniſts, as is ſhzwed by Lud. de Tena, 
Hageg · ad ſcript. lib. 1. diff. 6. Set. 2.) How then could [renexs, 
7 ertulL Origen, and Euſebius , teſtiti- ot the corruption of Scripture, 
ſecing all thole were dead before the time whercia Hicrom did flou - 
riſh. It's jaſt with God, that they who oppuguc the Scriptures, 
ſhould not underſtand their owu ſelves. 

I an{wer ſecondly by retorfion : ls there not more cauſe to queſti- 
on the Originals of that which they mak: the Rule of Faith, I incan 
0 ot 
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of D:cretals of Popes, and Canons of Councils, how many ſuppo- 
Gritious Decretals have they dbtruded , 25 of Clompns, Anacletus, 
Exariltus, Alex. Sixins, Tuleſphorns, Cc. which though Gretias dift. 
19+ cxp+ in C:nonicis lays , that they ſhould be, reckoned Cann 
nices Scripturas , yet our Learned Criticks have proved to be 
ſuppoſititious, as Cecu in Cenſura Scripterum verernum , peg, 20. to 
2 4+ Rivet in Cris. Sac. lib. 1. cap» 8 and othcrs. Yea, is not the 
Faith cf the Canons and Conſtitutions paſſing under the names of 
the Apoſtles, juſtly queſtioned 3 as may be ſeen in the lame Coeur, 
p2g+ 3. and 15. River Crit. Sac. lib. 1+ cap 2. 4. and Dallexs de Pſew+ 
dopigraphis , how many ſuppclititious Canons of Councils have Ro- 
man iſis obtruded ? Were not Popes of Rome, long ago, convicted by 
the African Fathers , of pretending a ſuppolititious Canon of the 
Council of Nice tor Appeals to Rome: yea, do they do not daily ob- 
trude the definitions of the Couventicles at Florence, and Trent, as 
definitions of Occumenick Councils; whereas it hath been often 
demonſtrated, that theſe Councils were neither free, nor Oecurne- 
niek. If the Tranſcribers of the Scripturcs be obnoxious to miſtakes, 
how can the Trauſcribers of the Canons of Councils be infallible ? 
If tranſctibing of Bibles be obnoxious to errours , is not the convey- 
ance of Oral Traditions liable to as many, nay to more miſtakes? Is 
it not more eaſie to guard againſt vitiating of written Books , then. 
the unfaithful conveyance of Tradition? Are not Hereticks, and 
men of unſound minds, as much inclined to vitiate Traditions, as 
the written Word ? By theſe it may appear, that this Weapon of the 
Romaniſt wounds himſelf as muchas us. 

I anſwer thirdly : It's a blaſphemous falſhood to ſay the Scrip- 
tures, in their Original, ate corrupted, Hath God promiſed , Mar. 
5. 18. that one jot , or one tittle , ſhall not paſi from the Law, and 
| yet hath he ſuffered the whole Original Scriptures, which were given 
by the Inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt , to be corrupted ? 1 will not 
here enquire , whether our Saviour meant by the ule xaggle one 
title > The Hebrew Vowels and Accents, as Piſcetor conccives, or 
_— in the . of the Letters, like herns, which the Jews uſed in 

opies of the Bible which were kept in Sy as Capel· 
Ius de pund. Autig. lib 2. 1 14. athrms, or — . 
Letter, as Lud. de Dieu, a Jeſuit Maldonat on the place ſuppoſe, 
or whether ala and xegg:e arc to be taken us terms Synonimous, a3 
they arc ſaid to be by the Ethiopick Interpreter: only it appears by 
the Series of the context, that Chriſt underſtood ſome of the leaſt 
things 
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' things belonging to the integrity of the written LW If Beine 
Providence be fo careful to preſerve the leaſt of theſc, (hall we ima- 
gine the whole Body of the Original Scriptures to be vitiated ? Hath 
the whole Catholick Church been ſo unfaithful , to ſuffer ſuch a pre- 
cious depoſitum as the Original Scriptures to be loſt ? Do not Rota- 
nilts ay, that we have received the Original Scriptures in Hebrew, 
and Greek, from them? Hath the Roman Church cheated us in this, 
to give us vitiated Tranſcripts in place of the Originals ? ſhould wo 
then believe her fidelity or iofallibility in other thing; ? if the whole 
Original Scriptures are corrupted, I pray by whom, or when was it 
done ? farely not by Jews, as is 14 Jerom in Cap. 6. of Iſai. 
where, alſo he cites Origen for the ſame thing : with them accords 
Anftin , lib, u5. deciv. Dei, cap. 13. for either they corrupted them 

before the coming of Chriſt, or after : if before, how is it that the 
were never reproved for ſo heynous a treſpaſs by Chriſt, or his Diſ- 
ciples ? He condemns them for corrupt gloſſes put on Scripture, but 
never for vitiating the Letter of Scripture : Nay , does he not com- 
mand his hearers to fearch the Scriptures , Fob. 5. 39. Does he not 
ſtill Appeal to Scripture for decifion of all Controvetſics? Would he 
ever have remitted them thereto , had he known them generally to 
be corrupted ? if after Chriſt, how then comes it that the teſtimonies 
of the Old Teſtament, citcd by Chriſt and the Apoſtles, are to this 
day found in the Originals ? did Chriſt, and che Apoſtles, cite them 
as they. were to be vitiated by the Jews? if Jews had corrupted 
7 would they not have chiefly corrupted thoſe which ſpake 
of che Meſfias , but thoſe remain entire to this day, yea as Bell. ac 
knowledges, Ab. 2+ de verb. Dei, cap. 2. The Hebrew Text affords 
more clear and pregnant teſtimonies tor the Meſiar , than either the 
Greek of the 70, or the Vulgar Latin, and produces inſtances to this 
purpoſe, as Pſal. 2. where the Hebrew hath it, Kiſs the Son; the 
70, and the Vulgar Latin have, Apprebendite diſciplinam : Joanne: 
Iſaac, a Popiſh Author, ſpares not to affirm , as he is cited by Ca- 
lu, de purizate fontinm , Seft. 93+ pag. 414+ ducents & amplins ar- 
grmemts qua Judaicas implerates refellunt in Hebraico textu quam in 
Latino planins contineri 1 i. c. that the Hebrew Text atfords 200 
Arguments, and upward, againſt Jewiſh impieties, mute clearly than 
the Vulgar Latin: How Religiouſly, yea ſupeiſtitiouſly cateful have 
the Jews been of the Scriptures, both of old, and to this day ? Doth 
not Elſebins, Ab. 8. de prepar. Evangel. cap. G. out of Philo de FLO 
deorum ex Azypto profectione, teſtitic , that to his time not one word 
O 2 Was 
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was altered in the Original. If the Bible do but caſually tall to the 

ground, do they nut cndite a ſolemn Faſt? Have they not numbzed 

A the words and Letters in the Bible, fo that a Letter cannot be, 
loſt without ober vation Ho putid is the Calumny of Gor don ot 

Huntly , controv. 1+ de verb. Pei, cap 9. thit this diligence of the 

Jews is only to perpetuate the corruption of the Hebrew Text made, 
by the Myſorites , tor which he is ſufficiently chaſtiſed by Palovins? 

Had the Maſorites ſo corrupted the Bible, would it not have been 
obſerved by the Karaits , who becauſe in all things they adhered to 

the Scriptures, are hated by the Traditionary. Jews more than Chris, 
ſtians ? At leaſt, how could it have cſcap:d the obſervation of Chri- 

ſtians? Were there not Hebrew Biblcs in the cuſtody of Chriſtian, 
Churches ? How could «Jews corrupt all theſe ? Is not this Cavil of 
the general ccrruption of the Original Scriptures ſo impious , that, 
many Learned Romaniſts havc ape tated againſt it 3 ſuch as Jeanne! 
Iſaacur , Profeſior of the Hebrew Language at Colen , in his Book 
entituled , Defenſi» veritatis Hebraice Sacrarum Scripturarum adver* 
ſus Lindanum, Ludwwicus Vives in lib. 15. Auguſt, de civ. Dei, Ar- 
riar Montanus in Pref tt. ad Bibl. interlin. Sixtus Senenſur lib. 8. Bi- 
blioth. Sandi. Hereſ. 2. where he expreſly ſays , Dici non poteſt divi 
na: ſcripturat veteris Teſt amenti aut Judeorum aut Chriſtianorum. ma- 
lignitate falſificatas; yea, he reckons the contrary Opinion as a pelti- 
lent Errour and Hereſic: Not to mention Paguin, Vatablas, Marcus, 
Marinus , beſides many others cited and followed by Lad. de Tena, 
Iſagegs+ Sac. Seript · lib. 1. diff. 3. cli. 2, 3+ Bellarmine him(clf, lib. 2+ 
de rerb. Dei, cap. 2. charged 7 acobus Chryſipolitanns, and Melchior Ca- 
uur, for maintaining, as this Pamphleter does, that the Jews had 
corrupted many things in the Original Bible, as men not having 
knowledge proportioned to their zeal : However Bell. aſitm, that 
ſome few places in the Hebrew be corrupted ( whercin alſo Learn» 
cd Proteſtants have laboured to ſhew his miſtake ) yet he con- 
cludes, Ce:erum non tanti momenti ſunt ejuſmodi errores ut in iis que 
ad fidem & bonos move; 7 Scripture Sacre integritas defidere» 
tur. They who would ſce the purity of Original Scriptures aſſerted 
at length againſt Romaniſts, Iremit them to Chamier Panſtrat. Tom. 
1. lib. 12. Rivet in Iſagogs ad ſac. ſcript, cap. 8. Gerard in uberinri ex* 
Plicatione loc. de ſcriptura cap. 1.» Calov. Crit. ſacs de paritate ſontium, 
Sed. 93. where the laſt Author mulier; up ſeventecn Arguments tor 
the purity of them; to which only I add D. Owens Judicious Tra. 
Qatc of the integrity and parity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of 
SCLpture, But 
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+ Bat againſt this, it is firſt alledged by the Pamphilcter , that it's 
daubied in what Language ſame parti of Seripture were written. An- 
{wer , Some queſtion indeed hath been made concerning the Lan- 
guage wherein the Goſpels of Mat. and Mark, and the Epiſtle to the 
Heb. were written, but of none elſe. I conteſs Ancients generally have 
ſuppoſed that Matth. Goſpel was firſt written in Hebrew, not only 
Icrom Prefat. Evang. ad Oamaſ. F piſt. 123. but alſo Irenæut, Ori + 
gen, Euſebius, Atbanaſiut, Epiphan. Chryſ. Auguſt. &c. yet this their 
Opinion ſecins to have been founded upon the Tradition of Papiar, 
a man of more Antiquity than judgment, ſays Euſcb. lib. 3. Hitt. 
Keeleſ. cap. lt. And there are Eminently Learned men of Opinion, 
that it was firſt written in Greek, with whom Cudinal C jetzt 
does joyn 3 neither are the Arguments contemptible by which they 
arc thereunto induced. But however, even thole who maintain that 
Matthews Goſpel was written in Hebrew, do yet acknowledge that it 
was tranſlated into Greek, by a perſon infallibly inſpired by the 
Holy Ghoſt , ſome by Foby the Apoſile, ſome by Famer, and gene- 
rally others, by an Apolile, or Apoſtolick perſon ; and that the Go- 
ſpel of Matthew, in the Greek, was always uſed in the Chriſtian Pri- 
mitive Church as Authentick. B irradins the Jeſuit (as is teſtified by 
Lad. de Tens in Iſageg · lib, 3. d ff. 2. Sell. 1.) thinks that Matthew: 
himſclt wrote this Goſpel both in Hebrew and Greck. I know B+ 
ronins prefers the Authority of Matthery in Hebrew to the Gretk, 
Dies (laith he) qu Greens textur eujus fidei Fit niſ collalut cum He- 
breo original i affirmare mi nime poſſu uus; but learnedly is th impi- 
ous errour of the Cardinal contuted by Caſaubon im apparat. excreit. 
16. cap. 115+ page 678. The like, I ay, as to he Epifle to the He» 
[rews, that many have judged that ic alſo was written in the He- 
brew Tongue, yet there be not only Learned Proteſtints, but alſo 
Romaniſts in the contrary Opinion: The Apoltles Argument, cap. . 
from the nature of a Teſtament , is a ſtrong preſumption that it 
was written in the Greek , the Argument concluding forcibly trom 
the Greck word aba, not ſo from the Hebrew Berith; yet it's 
allo agrecd, that at leaſt it was tranſcribed into the Greek Tongue 
by an Apoltolick perſon : whether Like, or Clement, Tam not to di- 
ſpute. As for Mark, it's true, B rouiu and Bell zyniine affirm it was 
hrit Written in Latin; it ſo, how then was the Latin Church ſo 
unfaithful, as to loſe that Original Latin written by Mark, that be- 
ing the only Book in Scripture that can be alledged to have been 
written in Latin ? For the preſent Lin Verſion of the Goſpel of 
Mark 
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Mark is ſurely tranſlated from the Greek, as Cornel. 4 Lapide in his 
Preface to his Comment on that Goſpel does not only confeſs , but 
demonſtrate by ſeveral paſſages: of Mark's Goſpel. That fancy of 
Baronin, as it Mark's Goſpel had been firſt written in Latin, is 
expreſly contradicted by Ferom Prefat. Evang. Auſtin lib. 1. concor- 
die Evengelit. and Iſidare Hiſpl. Prefat- lib. Teſt. Novi. who affirm 
that all the Evangels , except that of Matbem, were fuſt written 
in Greck , yea, the Cardinal is ſolidly confuted by a Popiſh Biſkop, 
Lud. de Tens Iſagog. lib. 3. diff. 6. Sed. 2. who ſays its certurm apud 
omnes, that Marks Goſpel was written in Greek. What need I more 
as to this, (ccing | Bell. lib+ 2. de verb. Dei cap» 7+ confelles , Ad 
Grecs editio Nori Je amemi uni verſa Apoftolos & Evangeliſta Au 
thores babeat , ſince therefore we have the Greek Edition of all the 
Books of the New Teſtament , we have the Scriptures in thoſe Lau- 
guages, whercin holy men inſallibly inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt did 
write them. 

The ſecond allegation of the Pamphleter is; 2b Calvin and 
Luther do ſometimes call is queſtion the purity of the Originalr. What 
then? Arc Calvin or- Latber with us infallible Judges of Articles of 
Faith, a5 Jcfuits make the Pope ? May not this allegation be com- 
penſed, in regard Eminent Popiſh Authors afferted the purity of the 
Originals? I have looked that place of Calvin, lib. 1. Inftis. cap. 13. 
cited by this. Pampbleter, and can afſert, that Calvin has nothing to 
that purpoſe throughout ali that Cap. for in it he only diſputes con- 
cerning the Trinity? Nay , 1 find the very contrary in that Book, 
cap · 8. Sed. 10. yca, and Bell. lib. 2. de verb. Dei cap. Zo cenſures Ca- 
144 as preferring too great purity to the Hebrew Text, and calling 
it Puriſtmum Fonte {Luther likewiſe, and his Followers; as Cbem- 
nitins, Ger ard, Caloviqr, Oc. are molt zealous Aﬀerrors of the purity 
of the Originals. I any thing, any where, have dropt from thoſe 
men derogating from the purity of Original, it would but argue a 
piece of humane ſrailty in them, and of as gtoſs inconfiſtencies, I 
can conv ict both Cardinals and Popes, 

It is alledged thirdly , that there he to the member of $00 various Le- 
(lions in the Hebrow Text: if he ſpeak of the Keri and Kerbih , ac 
cording to which one word is written in the Line, and another in 
the Margin, the Vowels whereof are attributed to the word in 
the Line, this can be of no advantage to him, unleſs he could make 
out, that theſe various Lections were introduced fince Jerom's time- 

But all the Hebrew Doctors, ſaith the Learned Bunter Antierit- 
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Part. 2+ cap · 4+ affirm them to be of no latter date than the days of 
Ezra. I know Lud. Capell, Crit. ſac. lib. 3. cp. 15. maintains them 
to be introduced by the Poſt-Talmugique Maſorites after Hierom ; But 
Buxtorf luc. cit. is at greaf pains to conſute them. And among other 
reaſons, he uſeth this as one to prove the great Antiquity of theſe 
various Lections, that not only the Chaldee Parapluatts , but alio 
becauſe the Septuaginta in their Verſion ſometime follow the Keri, 
rendting according to the word in the Margin. Indeed Buxtorf 
doth not affirm all the various LeQtions, whieh go under the name of 
Keri, to be of cqual Antiquity z but that Learncd Author lays down 
Rules how the latter may bediſcerned from the mote Ancient, For 
anſwer therefore , 1 ſhall remit this Pamphletey to Bell. lib. 2. de 
verb Dei cap» 2. who lays, that tot diſcrepantia variarum Lili num 
in diflionibus quibuſdam p'ſits eſt , que ſenſum aut parum aut nibil 
mutants or if he will take it in the words cf Learned D. Owen, in 
his Tractate of the integrity and purity of the Hebrew gnd Greek 
Text of Scripture, cap. 6. Sed. 4. The difference in the ſenſe, ta- 
king in the whole Conte xt, is, upon the matter, very little, or none 
at all 3 at leaſt each word, both that ja the Line, and that in the Mar - 

in, yield a ſenſe agreeable to the Analogy of Faith, which that 

udicious Author ituſtrates by examples, where there would appear 
the greateſt diſſonancy whether, as ſome Hebrew Doctors con- 
ceives, the Scripture was at firſt delivered with that varicty of 
reading, or as others rather ju/ge, that they came from the men 
of the great Congregation, Ezra, Nebemiab, Zechary , Haggai , all 
2 by Divine Inſpiration, they argue no — in 

the Original. Hence it is, that in our laſt Tranſlation of the Bible, 
the word in the — is often uſed ; yet ſo, as that the word in 
the Lire is alſo noted, where there appears any conſiderable diffe- 
rence, Which the Trauſlators would not have done (as D. Owen Ju- 
diciouſly obſerves ) had they not canceived, that both the word in 
the Margin, and in the Line, had an Authoritative Original, beyond 
the impeachment of any man in theſe days. 

The Pamphlcter fourthly alledges tbe differences of reading by Rab+ 
bi Jacob, and Rabbi Aaron, and their reſpettive Follewers. Theſe 
appear to be the differences betwixt the two Famed Rabbins Bes- 
Aſher, and Ben. Naphtali: For Cappelins in his Critics Sac; lib. 3. 
cap. 18. Seel. 1. thus deſcribes their names from Elias Levita, that 
the name of the one was Jacob the Son of Napbtali, the name of the 
other Aaron the Son of Aſher, Who pleaſe may find a large diſcourſe 

ol 
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of them in Buxtorf Fol. de puncl. Antig. Part. 1. cap. 1 5. It may be 
enough for my purpoſe to note, that theſe two Rabbins are ſaid to 
have been the Heads of the two Famous Schools of the Maſoriter, 
the one in Paleſtine, and the other in Babylon, and to have ſpent 
their whole time in the exact conſideration of every Letter, Point 
and Accent of the Bible; nog is it denied, but that they found out 
{ome varieties. The Occidental. Jews in Paleſtina and Europe follow- 
ing Rabbi Aaron, Ben- Aſher , the Oriental, or Babylonian Rows, fol- 
lowing Rabbi Jacob, Ben+Napttali. I find indeed debates among the 
Learned, concerning the time when thoſe Rabbi's flouriſhed » Bux- 
torf de punt. Amiq. Part. 1. cap, 2, from fome-Jewiſh Authors af- 
firms them to have lived in the cleventh Century, and thereupon 
accuſes Gene brard of a great Errour in Chrowology, for ſaying they 
flouriſhed in the fifth Century 3 yet Calmins de Lingus Originali, 
veteris Teſlamenti Set. 56 contends carneſtly, that they lived before 
the time of 'Poſt-Talmudiqu: Maiſ rites, by whom this Pamphleter 
fancies the Bible to have been corrupted. This I muſt ay, if Ben- 
Aſher and Ben Naphtali lived ſo timely as Genebrard and Calovins af- 
firm, and if they tourd the Bible corrupted to their hands, it will 
be an bard tack for Romaniſts to clear how their Vulgar Verſion e- 
ſcaped the Contagion. But the truth is, whatever were the time 
wherein thoſe Rabbins lived, it is a manifeſt falſhood which this 
Pamphleter ſays , that they did put in Vowels into the Text, which 
made moſt different readings: For, as is obferved not only by Buxtorf 
Anticrit. Part. 2. cap. 5+ but allo acknowledged by Capell, Crit. ſac. 
lib 3. cap+ 8. Seft. 4. (who yet has ſcrued the various LeQtions of 
the Bible to as great an height as any.) Theſe differences of Ben- 
Aſher, and Ben Naphtali, are of no moment, being all about Accents 
and Points, whereby ſiznificatio vacis ne vel hilum mutat ur, the ſig- 
nification ot the word is no whit altered: And the ſame Author, 
cap. 17. Sc.48- after he had given a large account of the ditfcrent 
readings betwixt the Oriental and Occidental Jews, concludes thus, 
Ex quibus videre et quam nullius momenti fit omnis illa varict is, per · 
inde enim omni no. t utram libet ſequ iris Lecti mem, Yea Baxtorf loc. 
cit. from thoſe diftcrences draws, as he phiraſcs it, Argumentum for- 
tiſſim:am, an invincible-Arguiment for the purity of the Hebrew Text. 
For by the Collection of thole various readings of Ben- Aſher , and 
Ben Napht ali, it appears how fludious, religious, yea and luperſtiti 
ous , the Jewiſh Doctors were in ob(crving the lealt varieties which 
did fieal into the Copics of the Holy Bible: it therctore there had 
been 
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been any material differences, they had undoubtedly been Recorded 
by them , conſequently thoſe of Bew- Aer, and Ben Napbtali, being 
rather ſcrupulolities about Orthography than Orthodoxy, it appears 
evident they found the Scriptures entire and incorrupt , as to the 
matter. Thus the Pamphleters Objection has furniſhed us with an 
Argument againſt himſelf, 

It's fifthly alledged by the Pamphleter, that tbe Hebrew Vowel: 
were added to the Text 500 years after Chriſt, by bis profeſſed Enennes 
the Jewi. Anſwers This itory, of the late invention ot the Hebrew 
Vowels, is not ſo certain and uncontroverted, that we muſt believe it 
upon this Pamphleters naked Aſſertion. It is too daring boldneſs in 
Jeſuits to puſh at the Authority of the holy Scriptures upon meer 
conjeQures, It's true, Elias Levita, a Jewiſh Rabbin , and skilled 
Grammarian , who lived in Germany about the time ot the Retor- 
mation, aſfirmed, that the Hebrew Vowels were invented by lome 
Rabbios at Tiberias, after the petſecting of the Talmud, ſome 500 
years after Chriſt. Hercupon Moriuut, Gordon of Huntly, and other 
Jeſuits, whom this Pamphleter implicitly follows , took occaſion to 
bark a3ainſt the holy Scriptures, as being corrupted by that Novel 
Punctation, though in this they go contrary to Eliat, who affirms, 
that the Maſorites at Tiberias in adding the Vowels, adhered taithtully 
to the true reading ot the Scriptures, as they were firſt given out 
by Moſes, and the Prophets, But this whole ſtory of Elias Levita 
is contradicted by the generality of the Jews, who maintain, that it 
the Hebrew Vowels were not given by the Lord to Moſes on Mount 
Sinai, with the Letters, yet at \caſt they were added by Ezra, and 
the men of the great Synagogue, who were infallibly guided by the 
Spirit ot God. The Learned Buxtorf the Father, in his Tiberias, and 
the Son de antiq. punt. have brought many Arguments to confute 
that Report of Elia Levita. It hath alſo been oppoſed by Marc? 
Marinss,a Romaniſt, to whon Pridianx Led. de pundit. Orig. adds 
Hic rem ab Oleaſtre, and Foannes Picus Miranduls. D. Lightfoot, an 
Author well verſed in Rabbinical Learning, looks upon t uis (tory of 
Elias Levita as ſo incredible, that he ſpares not to ſay (as he is cited 
by D. Owen) Si punttata fuiſſe Biblia in iftinſmdi Schola pues erede- 

re, erede & omnis 1almudica he that can belicve that Fiction, may 

bclicve all the Fables of the Talmud; nay , the very ſtory, in the 

judgment of Learned men, convicts it ſelt of falſhood : For great 

Authors, as the two Buxtorſi, Cal v ut, Co. have endeavourcd to. e- 

vict, that the Famous School of Jewith Rabbins at Tiberias, was ex- 
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tin& 


105 The Scripture 
tin& before the 500 year of Chriſt 3 which fo far perturbed Lud, 
Capelins, de punit. antiquitzte cap. 15. that he leaves his Patron E- 
liar, as to this circumſtance, to ſhift for himſelf, Falſus fort iſt fuc- 
rit (faith Capel!) bac in parte (hoe oft in loci di ſignatione) Elias Le- 
vita. H id ſuch à great work been performed by the Doctors of 11. 
beriar, it's hardly credible that the world would have taken no no- 
tice of it? We have an account by Hiſtory of the compohog ot 
both the Talmuds , but no Hiltory, Jewiſh or Chriſtian, tor many 
hundred years af ter the time aſſigned by Elias Levitz, making mcu- 
tion of the punctat ion of the Hebrew Bible by thoſe Poſt Talmudich 
Meſorites at Tiberias. The teſtimonies alledged by Elias, and his Ad- 
herents, from Aben - Exra, ſome other Rabbins, are learncdly 
canvaled by Buxtorf. de punt ig. P .. 1. 6p. 3+ And belides tlic 
great Patrons of that Novel iggention of the Points, Elias Leviia, 
Ludn jeus Capellns, and Mrrinus, art divided among themſelves, as 
to the time when it was done & Hid thoſe Enemics of Chrift 24 
ded the Vowels to corrupt» the Text, would they not have dire: 
ned the . Scriptures, I 51. Dan. g. which ſpeak fo Jucul.ntly ot 


him, and of his ſuff.gings® Many inſtances arc brought by Buxtorf 


de punt. antig. Part 1. e. 11, from Hicrom , of H.brew word; 
* whercin' the Conſonant would admit ot various readings and ſigni- 
fications, yet Jerams r refers the reading which is accoraing to the 
preſent punct tion, and that upon this rcaſon, Qnuis fic babetur 
is Hebreo that is, becauſe that reading ouly i agr. eable to the He. 
brew Text; which that Learned Author conceives to be a ſtron 
preſumption , that Hicrom had {cen the Bible in his time pointed 
with Vowels. Who would ſce Arguments for the Ancient Puncta- 
tion of the Hebrew Text, from the Maſorak , the Talmud, the Anti- 
Taſmudick Rabbim from Grammar and Divinity, 1 remit them to 
thole Learned Tractates of the Buxcorfr, Cilovins de lingsd oris · ve- 
teu teſt amenti, from Sec. 56. and D. Omen: forecited Tractate, cap. 
+ 5 But 1 am not to concern my ſelt in that Debate, and there- 
e muſt mind this Pamphleter , that there be Learned men, both 
Papiſts and Proteſtants, who Will not yield that the Hebrew Text 
is corrupted , though it were granted that the vowels were a late 
invention, Hence Sixtzs Senenſis in Bib. lib. S. bereſe 2, Neque voca- 
lin n pundorum additir falls 2 Fudeis quicquam der gat perpetuæ dis 
vin rum veluminum ſiuceritati. Learned Capellut, who hath pleaded 
more tor the Navel Invention of the Points than any, yet in his 
Tractate de. areano puntatianis revelato , (et forth by Thomas Erpe- 
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"ning, cap. 27. maintains, Haberi poſſe certo verum & Germanum Tem- 


tus Hebraici ſenſum ſine pundlorum ſubſidio; and Genebrard, other- 
wiſe a moſt ſplet niſh Writer. yet in his Iſagege ad legends ſcripts 
Rabbinica (as cited by Kivet in Iſagog. ad ſac. ſcript. cap» 3. Sell, 15.) 
peremptorily denics leftionem fine pundlis eſſe arbitrariam mancem 
ant imminutam and lately D. Mcric Caſaubon has given — 
touches to this purpoſe in his Tractate of Credulity and 1 uliry, 
from pag- · to 104. Where to ſhe how facile it is to-read, and to 
attain to the diſtinct meaning of the Hebrew without vowels, he 
obſerves, that the J-ws who are well educated in the knowledge of 
the Hebrew, do not uſe Vowelsin their ordinary Mithves, yea nor 
in their Contracts, which al) know have nced to be clear; and a- 
mong other rcaſuns, gives this with Capell, that in the Hebrew, 
there is no word nor ſyllable without a C onſonant 3, it is not ſo ei - 
ther in the Greck, Latin, or Engliſh , as may appear by theſe words, 
44, to, J. y u, e, Ce. I then Scriptures may be perſectly read and 
upderitood without Points, it doth not follow, that the late inven- 
tion of points would deſtroy the integrity of the Scriptures. To 
ſhut up this diſcourſe about the Hebrew Points, I ask how the Vu 
gar Latin Verſion can be pure, it the Originals be corrupted by ad- 
dition of the Points. The Pamphlcter anſwers in the words of his 
Maſter, Gordon of Hunt y, That their Vulgar Tranflution was made 
before the Original mas corrupted. Whercupon I argue, either the 
Tranſlator made uſe cf a Bible with Points, or without them, if 
with Points, then the punctation of the Bible is Anteriour to their 
Tranſlat ion; and if the Copy from which their Tranſlation was ta* 
ken was fincere, ie punctation does not corrupt the Text: if 
without Points, then the Tranſlator , though pretending to no in- 
fallible afliſtance of the Spirit, could attain to the certain meaning of 
the Text without Points, and conſequently , as long as the Hebrew 
Letters do 1emiin, we ate in no worſe caſe than Ferom, and the An» 
cicnt Church , before the pretended depravation of the Original 


Text. 

les fiſthly alledged by him, tat Irenzus, Tertull. Origen, did 
remark,, as ſays Eulcb. that the Greek, Text of the New 1eſtament was 
corrupted by Arrians, Maccdonians, Neſtori ans, & c. Heretickg, Who 
would not bluſh at the ſhamctul ignorance which here is bewraycd z 
it b. ing evident, that none of thoſe Hcreticks had ariſen in the days 
of Irenexs, Tertullian or Ori;en , yea, nor fome ot them ia the days 
0. Emſebizs lumiſelt? Upon the noting abroad of this abſurd Er- 
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rour , I hear Jcſuit Con, with the reſt of our Miſſionaries, has been 
deviſing a Parentheſis to palliate their ſhametul ignorance : But 
Learned men, no wiſe concerned in this Debate, upon a narrow in- 
ion of the place, have abſcrved , that the words will not admit 
— Parenthefis without manifeſt non · ſenſe: Let leaſt I ſhould ſcem 
to injure him, here exhibit the formalia verba of the Pamphleter, 
page 55+ Proteſtants ( ſaith he) take in alſo with theſe, the eruptions of 
the Greek, Text, remarked in part by S. Irenæus, Tertullian, Origen, 
and others, ſays Kaſebius, when the Ancient Heretichs, tbe Arrians, 
Macedmians, Neſtori ans. & c. had corrupted and adulterated tbe Word of 
God to ſupport their Erronurs. Let the ingenuous Reader judge, it I 
have not exhibited the genuine ſenſe of thoſe words; I know not 
whether to aſctibe it to tus ignorance or diſingenuity, that be charges 
Proteſtants as taking in, or owning the Arrian, Macedonian, and Niſto- 
rian corruption of the Bible: A Calumny fo far from truth, that to 
mention it is enough to refute it, it may ſuſice to diſcover the occa - 
fion of ſo groſs a miſtake. The Pamphleter ſtzals this OvjeRion, in 
a Plagiary way, from ]cſuit Gordon of Hwnily, controv. de verb. D:4 
cap, 12. but had no wit to do it handſomely : What Jeſuit Grd in 
hid branched forth in divers Arguments againſt the purity cf the 
Greek Text of the New Teſtament, this Pamphleter confuſes toge · 
ther. Jeſuit Gordon in his firſt Argument ſaid, that Ircnexs, Tertull. 
Orizen, and others, in Euſebiut, did complain that Hereticks did 
corrupt the Scriptures; and in another argument afhrms, that Ari 
ans, Macedonians, Neſtorians, did pervert Scriptures. Now the Pam- 
phleter ſeems to have taken thoſe Hereticks, laſt named, to be them 
of whom Irexexs, Tertull. and Origen did complain, not conſidering 
that the. Ages in which thoſe Fathers wrote, and wherein thoſe He- 
recicks did ariſe, would diſcover his Errour. But againſt Jeſuit G- 
don, and him, I argue thus; it the Scriptures were cor rupted by He- 
reticks in the days of thoſe Fathers, then continued they not pure 
unto Hicromi time, as Gordon the Icſuit alledges, and conſcquently 
their own Vulgar Latin muſt be corrupted alſo, aS taken from a cor- 
rupted Original. But becauſe it's not enough to retort an Argument, 
let them take an abſolute Anſwer from Bell. lib. 2. de verb. Dei cap. 7. 
Et fi mulia (faith he) depravare conati ſunt Heretici, tamen nundu in 
defuerunt Catholici qui eorum corruptelas detexernnt, & non permiſerunt 
libros Sacros eorrumpi: That Hereticks attempted the depra vation of 
the Scripture is granted , but that either the Providence of God, or 
vigilancy of che Catholick Church, ſuffered them univerſally to cor- 


rupt 
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rupt the Scriptures, fo that the Text of Scripture is not fit ad gig 
nendam fidem , as G-rdon the Jeſuit blaſphemouſly writes, is ſimply 
denied: That Irenrenr, Tertull. Origen, and other Fathers diſcovered 
the practiſes of Hereticks againſt the Scriptures, is a ſufficient Evi- 
2 that thoſe Hereticks were not able to accompliſh their de- 
igrs 
11 ſixth allegation is, that Proteſtants nevty ſaw the Original 
Scriptures penned by Prophets, Apſtler, and Copies are ſubjed to faults. 
Did never this Scribler reflect that it would be retotted upon him, 
that they can no more produce the Tranſlators Autograph ot the 
725 Latin; than we of the Originals: Neither have they the 
ehe ot the old Docretals, or of the Ancient Councils, and 
the Copies of theſe Books are doubt ſeſs ſubj: ct alſo to faults? I con · 
&& we pretend not te have the Autographs, nor judge we it neceſſa · 
ry » yea, it was haturally impollible, that Paper or Parchment could 
have continued fo long without corruption, What Baronizs relates 
of Marks Autographs at Venice, may have place among their other 
Legends, yet Corel. 4 Lapide, who lays it is in Greek, conſeſſes, that 
through Antiquity it is become illegible, and conſequently uſeleſs : 
But docs it tollow, that becauſe we have not the Autographs, there- 
fore our Originals are corrupt? if it be ſaid that Tranſcribers are 
fallible , are not the Tranſcribers of the Car.ons of the Council of 
Trent tallible alſo? it notwithſtanding they beu Faith, ſhall not the 
Copy of Original Scriptures much more make Faith? Cannot the 
Providence ct God preſerve the Original Scriptures? Will not the 
fear of God make men more tender and circumſpect in tranſcribing 
the holy Scriptures, than in tranſcribing other Books? Is not the Ca- 
tholick Church eng ed to be watchful , leſt the Scciptures of God 
ſhou!d be corrupted 7 If Univerſal Tradition make Faith in any 
matter, doth it not concerning the depoſitum of the Scriptures ? 
His ſcventh and laſt allegation is, of the varions Leftions of the 
New Tiſtament , atteſted by the Prefacer to ibe Biblia Polyglotta. 
Should he not firſt have remembred how many various Lections arc 
in the Vulgar Latin, let him compare the Bibles of Sixtus Qistur, 
and Clement the 8. and read D. Fames Be lum Papale, and then tell 
it there be not both various Lections and contradictions betwixt 
them ? The different readings betwixt the Clementine Bible , and 
Hentenius Edition of the Vulgar Latin, which the Divines of Lo- 
vain ſo highly cfteemed, would fill a Volum alone. Secondly, there- 
tore its abſolutely anſwered , that many things are reckoned up as 
various 
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various Le ctions in the Originals , which are but Errata ſcribe im 
Typogy aphi , i. e. eſcapes of the Picſe;, and all I believe ate ſenfible, 
tbat it is morally 1mpoſlible that there ſhould be various Editions of 
any Book, without various readings of that nature, yet may not Jus 
dicious perſous, comparing thoſe Copics together, diſcern their E- 


rats's? Are there not ſpecial helps, in theſe caſes, for finding out the 


true reading in the New Teſtament , ſuch as the conſideration of the 
Context, the Analogy of Faith, the more ancient and approved 
Copies, Citations, and Expoſitions of Fathers, ancient Tranſlati- 
ons, particularly the Syriack: Neither do Prot. ſtants deny but uſe 
may be made of Latin Verſions , eſpecially of more ancient Editi- 
ons, as was Gone by Eraſmus in his Annotations , yet not aS Rule, 
but as a mean to be made uſe of in conjunction with the ret, Who 
would be more fully ſatisfied, as to thele various Lect ons in the Næu 
Teſtament, I remit them to Cal vixs de puritate f int um ir Nw Te 
ſtamento, Sell. 134. Cc. and to D Owens Tracate of the integri'y 
and purity of the Hebrew and Greck Text ct the Scripture, wi. h his 
conſiderations on the Appendix and Pro/egomens to the Biblia P 
gl:tta. Now only I add a luculent teſtimony from Sixu Senerfir, 
lib. 7. Bib. S. bere/. 1. where pondering the like Objection from the 
various Lections of the New Teſtament , he poſitively aff rts Gre- 
cum codicem qui nu ne in Eccleſea legitur, eundom illu n ſe que Eccleſia 
Greca temporibus Hicronomi, & longe antea nſque ad temp ra Apoſtols+ 
rum u/a et, verum, ſi cerum, ſidelem, & null» falſuatis vitio cont ami · 
nat, ſicut cuntinuata omvium Grec rum Patrum lectio lucidiſſime 0+ 
ſlendit, uno ſemper atque codem Scripture ten re legentibus Diony ſio, 
Jaſtino, Ircnæo, Melitone, Origenc, Atriceno, Apollinario, Athana- 
tio, .Euſcbis, B. ſil io, Chi ſolomno, Theophilacto, atque aliis . ute & 
p it tempora Hicronimi Parribas 44. e. that the N Tettament, which 
to day i; read in the Church, is the ſame which the Greck Church 
read betore and atter Hieroms days, trom the tine of the Apoltles, 
pure and without corruption. 

Having diſcuſſed all thoſe things which he brought to confirm his 
ſecond Obj<Qtion , I now only take notice ot his ludibrious Con- 
cluſion, thas ſeeing the Scriptures , as he fa'lly alledges, are corrupt, 
therefore we bare a necifſity of an unfallible viſible Judge. A goodly 
intcrence ? Is there no way to ſh wider up 2 Pope, but by treading 
down the Scripturcs ? But luppoliiy the S.1ip.ures to be co tupted, 
what b:nctit, as to this, canwyggeap oy their intallib'e viible Jwuge? 
"Can he diate to us new pure Original Scripturcs ? Wen he could 


not 
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not preſerve them in their Purity , how ſhall he reſtore them to it ? 
If he declare which is pure Scriptuges, will he do it by a Prophetical 
Revelation? Then he would look that his Enthufiaſms be inſtructed 
by better Credentials than the Quakers , or if he do it by other ſo - 
lid and con viucing Evidences, then it's not the imfallibility of the 
Judge, but the evidence of his grounds that will warrant his defini- 
tiors, ꝓonſequently his pretended Infallibility , as to this thing, is 
wholly intiguiti ant. 

Obj:Riou „. Pag. 57. The Pampblcter exquires what infallible mo- 
ive can prudently perſrade Proteſtants, that the Word of God they relye 
on was cer ſor down in writing, er is extant at this dy? It it the teſti- 
mony F the Scripture, calling it ſelf Gods Word, or the innate light of 
the ſume Scripture ſhewing it ſclf to be ſuch 1% a well diſp ſed nid? 


Ve firſt, di net N codeimus and Thomas G. ſpels carry the ſame Ti- 


il I Matthew and Mark? If the ſee nd, then ih F.tbers of the 
irt three Age wer une dip fed perſins , wbo dil not acknowledge 
me Books of Ser ipture till the Auth rity of a Council of C rthage bad 
declared them Canonical , and much le Luther who rejefts James E- 
pitle, with ſme others. 

| Anſwer 1 Doch not this Athciſtical Cavil of ]-ſaits, which hath 
oſten been contuted by Proteſtants, fall as heavily upon themſelves, 
26 upon us? May not this farac Query be made concerning the infale 
I'bl: motive, which can prudentiy perſwade Romanilis to believe 
the infallibilty of their viuible Judge? Is it his own teſtimony, call 
ing hig; elf intallible, or the innate. light of his definitions ſhewing 
then elves tc be divinc ? If the firſt, do not Quakers aſſett their own 
iatallibility as well as he? Doth not the Tur Alcoran affirm, that it 
is of Div.ne Original, as well as Popes alcrib: their definitions to 
the Holy Ghuſt ? It the ſecond , how ſhall an innate light be grant» 
ed to the cetinit ĩons of their infallible Judge, Ceing us denied to 
the holy Scriptures of God ? It might be ſuthcicat here to leave him 
only to grapple with his own Cavil. 

But 1 ſecondly anſwer , that a well diſpoſed mind may be con- 
vinced of the Divine Original of the holy Scriptuges , both by ex- 
trinlick motives of Credibility, and by the Larrinſecs Criterts , or the 
innate light of the holy Scriptures? I ſay , fit} by extrinſick mo- 
tives, luch as the ſtupendious Miracles whereby it was confirmed, 
(which this calunmiating Pamphleter would infinuate, pag. 59- but 
with Jeluitical ingenuity} that I did undervalue the Univerſal Tradi- 
tion ot the Catholick Church, the ſignal Judgments of God upon 


Encmics, 
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Enemies, the invincible conſtancy of Martyrs, &c. Doth not Bell. lib. x. 
de verb. Dei cap. 2. by theſe, and ſuch arguments, prove the Scriptures 
certiſſimas eſſe & veriſſimas , nec humana invents , ſed oracula divina 
continere. But beſides theſe extrinſick motives of Credibility , the 
holy Scriptures of God have intrinſick evidences of their Divine O- 
riginals , as from the ſublimity of the Myſteries which yet are won- 
derfully ſuited for bringing about the Salvation of Souls, the un- 
tainted and unparallelled San&ity of the Doctrine, the plenitude of 
the Scriptures for inſtruction of the judgment, Reformation of the 
Life , Conſolation of the heart in all caſes, the admirable tempera- 
re ot Simplicity and Majeſty in the ſtile of holy Scripturcs, the 
great varicty of Scripture purpoſes, and the wonderful harmony 
thereof , though Scriptures were written in different Ages, Places, 
—— So that Bell. ſays of the Pen men of Scripture, they 
Id appear non tam diverſi Seriptorti, quam unins Scriptoris diverſi 
calami . This f(clt-evidencing light of the Scripturcs Jeſuits them- 
ſelves are conſtrained to acknowledge in their lucid intervals. Heace 
Greg · de Valentia lib. 1. de Analyf. fidei cap. 1. Dews ipſe ( ſaich he) 
imprimi⸗ eft,qui Chriſti anam Doclri nam, atque à Deo Scripturam ſacram 
veram eſſe, voce Revelationis ſuæ, & interno quodam inſtrutin,atq impulſu 
bumanis mentibus crnteſtatur, atqꝭ perſuadet ; Aud cap. 15, Cum multa 
ſint in ipſa DoGrins Chriſtiana, que ipſa per ſe illi ſidem atque authori- 
tatem conciliare pdſſ unt, tamen mihi maximum illud eſſe videtur, ut eſt 4 
Clemente Alcxandi ino obſervatum, quod ſus neſcio qua admirabili vi 
divine prorſus bomirinm animo! afficit, atgue ad virtutem impellit. It's 
not limply , becauſc the Goſpels of Matthew and Markgarry their 
names prefixed , that we believe them to be of a Divine Original, 
but as we are ſtrongly induced thereto by the cxtrinſick motives of 
Credibility , fo our Faith is ultimately reſolved on the Authority of 
God, ſpcakingin the Scriptures with an admirable Soul convincing 
evidence. The Pſcude vangels of Thomas and Nicodemus, and all 
Books, witkout the Canon of holy Scripture , arc deſtitute both of 
theſe motives of Credibility , and of that ſelf evidencing light of 
their Divine Original. Nor ſhould it ſeem ſtrange to any, that 1 ſay 
Faith is ultimately reſolved on the Authority of God ſpeaking in the 
Scripturcs : For all Fculties and Sciences mult have firſt principles 
into which our aſſent muſt be terminated, elſe we ſhould run in 
infininom. I appeal to any that is not willing to be deceived , whe- 
ther it be not more congruou, that Faith be refolv:d into that wri- 
ting which God himſelf immediately did dictate, by the ackaowledg- 
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ment of the Catholick Church, then either into a Papal , or into a 
Quaker Enthuſiaſm, that have no other Credenti-ls, but b:cauſe they 
fay they are infallibly moved by the Spirit of God. 

As for the Pamphleters allegtioan , that the Fatbers of the fir Cen · 
turics did ut acknowledge ſome Broky of Scripture until the Council of 
Carthage, it is manifeſt pntruth ; Look to M. It, his Catalogue ot 

the Books of holy Scripture, recorded by Enſcbins lib. 4. Mit. Ec- 

eleſ. cp. 25. ard Origen's recorded by the ſame Euſcbius, lib. (. 
cap. 24- Or of the Author of the Book dz Eccleſ. Hierarch. cap. 3. 
— Papiſts hold for Denis the Areopagite, or of Athanaſius in S- 
nopſi S. Script. ex of the. Council of Laodices, Can- 59+ it they were 
not coniorm to the Canon of Scripture received by the Proteſtant 
C hurchcs, Any little ſeeming differences in the way of their and our 
Enumeration, ye may find cleared by D. Ciſin in his Sgholaſtical Hi- 
ſtory of the Canon of Scripture, cap. 4, 5, 6+ I; not Ferom ſo expli- 
cite tor us in this matter in Prol. Galeat. 21 lib. Reguns in Prol. ad lib. 
Solom- in Prefat. ad Danielem & in Epiſt. ad Paulinu u, that Bell, 
lib. 1. de verb. Dei cap. 10. is conſtrained to grant him to us, It's 
ttue iudecd, the Apocrypha Boks which the Council of Trext has 
7 » were not acknowledged by the Church in thoſe times 
as Canonical: And this was one of the ſeven inſtances of the con- 
tradition betwixt the preſent Romiſh Church, and the Ancient 
Chriſtian, yea the Ancient Romiſh Church, in my Auſwer to M. Dem- 
ſters Fe $aper, Pag · 171+ which this Pamphleter has not adven- 
tured to examine. One thing I muſt confels , that the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, which both Papiſts and Proteſtants acknowledge to be tru» 
ly Canonical, was not received as ſuch for a long time by the Church 
of Rome, it we may belicve Exſebins lib. 3. Hiſt, Eccleſe cap · 3. or 
Ferom Epiſt. 129. ad Dardanum , who exprelly ſays, that Latinory% 
conſuetuo Epiſtolam ad Hebre t non recipit inter Canonieas $cripiuras. 
Yet notwithitanding this tailure of the Roman Church, Atbaniſtur, 
Nazianzen, Hierom, &c, held it for Cinonical , which is a pregnant 
Evidence, that the Authority of the Books of Scripture, in tholc 
days, depended not on the teſtimony of te Church of Rome. 

But here the Pamphleter ſeems to hint at the Council of Carthage, 
as holding the Apocryphal Books as Canonical : I ſuppoſe he means Con- 
eil. Carthaz 3. Can. 47+ but this Council is below Primitive Anti- 
quity , being celebrated either in the cloſe of the fourth, — 
ning ol the fifth Century: And if Romaniſts ſtand to the Canons of 
\* that Council, the Supremacy of the Pope is gone. For Can. 26. it's 
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exprelly prohibited, that the Biſhop of Rome be called Sammsn S.. 
cerdss , princeps Sacerdotum ant aliquil ejnſmodi. Neither are all the 
Aperypha Boks included in that 47 Can. for neither in the Greek 
Code, nor iv the Calle ion of Canons wade by Criſconiut, is there 
mcntien of the Books of Maccabees , neither are the reſt (f the Apo- 
eryphal Books, which are there mentioned, ſpoken of as ſtrictiy Ca- 
nonical fer proving Articles of Faith. !s it probable that the Fa- 
thers in that Council would contradict the Council of La-diceay and 
Jerom, who expreſly denied thoſe Books to be Canonical? Yea, did 
not Gr-g. after this Council of Caribage lib. g. in Fob cap. 3. ex- 
clude the Books ot Maccabces from the Cauon of Scripture there- 
fore theſe Books are only termed Canonical, as Books which may be 
read in the Church: For in no other (cnſe did the Courcil of Car- 
thage own them, as is ir ſinuated inthe cloſe of that ſame Canon 47. 
where alſo iFadded, that the paſſions ot the Martyrs may be read 
in the Churches with theſe Bocks ; But ſure it is the pathions of the 
Martyrs are no Canonical Scripture, The Council of Conſtantinople 
in Trullo Cans 2+ approves both the Synod of Laodices , which ex- 
cludes the Apicrypbal Books from the Canon, and that of Carthage 
which reckons them among the Canonical; therefore ſurely this ot 
Carthage took the word Canonical in a larger ſenſe than that of La- 
dices , elſe the Council of Conjfantinople had approved contradictory 
Canons. This ſame alſo may be confirmed trom Auſtin, who was a 
prime Member of that Council, for lib. 2. de dott. Chriſti cap. $. 
where he had reckoned out all theſe Books , he ſays they were net 
all of equal Authority, but all Books of Scripture are of equal Au- 
thority. What need I more ? Hear their own Cardinal Cajetart as 
fo this thing, in fin. Comment. ad Hiſt» lib. v. T. Ne turberis nwitic, 
ſi alicubi repcreri⸗ libros iſtos inter Canonici ſupputatos, vel in ſacris 
Concilii, vel in ſacris doclarib i libri ifti non ſunt Canonict ad 
confirmanda ea que ſunt fidei. Poſſunt tamn dici Canonici ad æliſiea- 
tionem ſidelium, utpoie in Canon Biblie ad hoe recepti & antoriſati. Cum 
bac diſtinclione diſcernere pte is ſcritta Auguſtini, & ſcripta in Provine 
cialibus Concilics Curtbaginenſi & Landiceno and this diſtinction Cav 
jetan took from Hierom, Pre'at. in Prevcrb. and Ruffin in exp ſe ymb. 

What he adds conccruing Luther, docs not concern the Cauſe : 
Were it true that Luther doubted ot the Authority of the Epiltk of 
} ame, it would ouly conclude, that he knew but in part; and what 
then? Non emnia vidit Btrnardus. Though the Scriptures be a Prin- 
cipl. in Divinity pet lome koly men may quell ion the Divine Ori- 
ginal 
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ginal of ſome Books of holy Seripture: For there is need of ſpiri- 
tual illumination to diſcern the Scriptures of God; and as the Spi · 
rit breaths where he liſts, ſo allo in a more eminent meaſure upon 
one than another? Do not Romanitts hold Cardinal Cajetan tor a Ca- 
tholick ? who yet really did queſtion both the Authority of the Epi- 
ſtle to the Hebrews, and of Famer, Yea, have not Cote principles of 
Reaſon been queſtioned by learned Philoſophers, which arc admitted 
by others ? ls it nota principle of Mathematicks , that'a quovis pun: 
flo ad nw1d vis pundlum licet ducere reflam lineam? Yet is it not queſti - 
oned by Learned Ba, it there be a right line in the world? But 
concerning Luther, in this matter , I remit the Reader to Gerard the 
Luthean in «beriort exigeſ- loc. de ſcript. ca). 10. Set. 279, 280. 
where Gerard Apologizes tos Luther, and evicts, that Luther did not 
perſevcre in that miſtake ; and withal acknowledges and proves the 
Divine Authority of that Epiſtle, . 

The Pamphleter in his fourth Obje&ion pag. G. affirms, that this is 
common to Proteſtants, with all Hereticks, to la ycliim to Scriptures. To 
this common (avil of Romaniſts, as may be ſeen in Greg. de Val, 
lib. 6. de Au aj. fidei cap. 8. and Breerly Apol. tradt 1. Fell. 10 ſubd. a2. 
and trad. 2. cp. 1. Sets 1. I anlwer 1. That it is a maniteſt falſe- 
hood, that all Hereticks do appeal to the Scriptures of the Old and 
New Teſtament, as the adequate Rule of Faith, as do the Proto- 
ſtant Churches. What meant 7 eu. lib. de Reſurreftione carnit, 
hen he termed Hcreticks Lucifagas Scripturarum? what meant that 
of Irenens lib. 3. cap · 2. cum ex Scripturis arguuntier in ac:uſationeng 
condertu at ur Fcriptur rum Doth not Exſcb. lib. 5. Hit. cap. alt. te- 
iifie, that Arten the H. retick did appeal to Tradition, pretending, 
that his Here ſie, viz that Chriſt was Jun ear3gur® 2 meer man, 
had a Traditive conveyance from the Apoltlcs, and that in the 
Church of Romealle, until Pope Zidirs time, incluſirs ? Doth not 
Learned D Mirtos in his Appeal againlt Breerly lib. 2. cape 35. Sedl. 

12+ Sc 39. (hw , that Learned Romanitts, Aquin xr, Bell. Sixtus 
Senenſis, Juſtus, Barroniut, Deli), Rhenanus, and M. Iſt n do con · 
leſs, that the molt notorious aad peſtilent Hereticks, ſuch as the Valen- 
tiſi int, Guoſticks, Marcimiter, Baſilidiaut, Enct tits, Scocrians, Mani » 
cheery Arriaut, Carpoer s ian, Mintanitts, Donatits, Anabapiiſts, & e. 
retulcd to be tryed only by Conical Scripture , ard did ſhelter 
themlclves under the pretext either of Philoſ.-phical principles, or 
teigncd Gaſpcls, Traditions, or fancicd Revelations. The tctiimonics 
authors tor proving this, I remit to be gathered from D. M- 
2 4. 
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ton. Hive not ſome Hereticks denied many of the Books of the holy 
Scripture, whereof a large Catalogue may be had from Bell. lil. 1. 
de verb. Dei cap. 5. & 6+ yea doth not Bell. loc. cit. charge the Ma- 
nichees as denying the whole Scriptures both of Old and New Teſta- 
ment x did ever Proteſtant Churches ſo? Doth not the ſame Bell, 
lib. 1. e2p. 1. charge Gaſpar Swenkfeldixs, and the Libertines, as de- 
clining the Ecripturcs, and ouly flying to the inward dictates of the 
Spirit ? Were there ingenuity among Romaviſts , would they be fo 
impudent in their accuſations of Proteſtants ? In appcaling to Serip» 
ture, we imitate the ancient Fathers. Hence Anſlin de Gras & lis. 
cr, cap- 18. Sedeat inter nos judex, Apiſtolus Foanner lib. 2+ de nupt. 
& concupiſc. cap 33. ita controverſia judietm requirit , judicet ergo 
Cbhri ius judicet & cum ill» Ap ftilut, quia is Apoſtolo ipſe loquitur 
Cheiſtut. And to the like parpole Opt Ius lib. 5+ cont. Parmen. de cæ-· 
lo querendns & judex, ſed quid [pulſumus celum quien bibenus in Ex 
vangeli» teſtamentum. I deny not bat H.reticks haye perverted 
Scriptures fot the Patrociny of their errours : Bit exc:llently did 
one deſcribe the nature of Hereticks in this, Si videant petitis & 
Seriptura demmnftrationibus ftultitizam ſum. conſiringi , tum Seripturs 
reeuſ ant ſcopum & uſum , ſiquaado vero putant ſibi favere nudum ali- 
quod effatum 4 genuina reciſum orationis ſerie , ad ſunm prop ſuum ac- 
comm id ant ſuis confirmandic. And this is all which Viacentins, Gen- 
nadius, and Auſtin, in the p'accs cited by the Pamphlcter. and other 
Romaniſts, do inſinuite. Excellently ſaid the old Jzwiſh Reboins, In 
qu enaque Seripture I co invenis objeft ionem pro Hereticit, dnvenis qua- 
que medicamentum in latere cjus« 

2. Therefore 1 denythe quel: Though Hereticks do appeal to 
Scripture, yet it doth, not follow , that the Scriptures ate not the 
Rule of Faith, and Ground of the Religion of Proteſtants, Do not 
the molt Paradoxal Philoſoplcrs, appeal to the Pyinciples of Reaſon 
in conhrmation of thcir ablurd Theorems ? Shall, therefore Priaci« 
ples of Reaſon not be the Rule by which to dileern betwixt true and 


| falſe Concluſion in Philoſophy ? Will not a Litigious Caviller ap: 


pral to the Law for juſtifying his moſt injurious actions? Mall 
therefore the L1w ceaſc to be the Rule to diltinguiſh betwixt juſt and 
unjuſt ? Tus Pamphleter aggues againſt us, a3-it 1 ſhould argue thus 
2ganſt him, Jinlniſts, whom he holds for*Hereticks, appeal to the 
{catence of an intallible viſible judge, as well as Jeluits; therefore 
the ſentence of the jntallible viſible Jadge cannot be the Rale of 
taith: Or tus, Q.1akers pretend to an iatallibl; direction ot the 
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Spirit, as well as the Pope or General Council 3 thereſore they are de- 
ctivers, as well as thoſe. To ſlut up this Anſwer, it's not the claim- 
ing of conformity with Scriptures that proves a true Religion, but 
the having of it; and in evidence that we do not barely claim it, 
but have it, we are content to undergo the moſt accurate ſcrutiny 
The more Romanifs have contended with us theſe 150 years, the 
more the truth of the Proteſtant Religion hath ſhined forth. 


SECT, IV. 


Some RefleGions on the refl of the Pampbletert Rapſodich, Dif- 
courſe concerning the Rule of Faiths 


Fur Pag · 61+ to the end of his Set. 4. he hath a long Rapſo- 


dick and incoherent Diſcourſe, wherein he endeavours to abuſe 
an unwary Reader by bold Aſſertions, empty Rhetorications, and miſ. 
ſtating of Qycſtions : Were theſe trothy flouriſhes reduced to an ac+ 
curate way of arguing, they would vaniſh.into ſmaak, and non - 
ſence , yet 1 ſhall touch what may ſeera-molt material therein. 

Firſt then he brings me in aſſerting , that Scriptures are either - clear. 
in termiuis, or are made clear by conferring of places : But hecit no 
place where I affirm this, nor I belicve will he had ſuch an Aſcrcion 
in ſo Many words ia all my Papers, againſt M Demſter. However, I 
acknowledge 1 have lid, that Articles of Faith are containcd either 
in termin / in Scripture , or elſe that by firm conſequences they may 
be deduced from that which is there expreſly revealed: Not do 1 
deny but Proteſtants hold, that conterring of Scripture with Scrip - 
ture, is an uſeful mean for finding out the true meaning of Ecrip- 
ture. 1 fhall therefore examine What this Scribler can briug a- 

aint it. 
: And firſt he fays , Thoygh à place of Scripture be clear in it ſelf, 
yet when divers Selts take it diverſl; , a man may juſtly ſuſpet bis own 
judgment, ſteing ſo many of a contrary mind. I know not what can 
be inferred from this irrational Aſſert ion, but either Scepticiſm in 
Religion, or down-right Atheiſm: For when a Scripture is clear in 
it ſelt; it carries with it ſufhcient evidence, that this is the Mind of 
God therein. If then, notwithſtanding, this clearnels, one may juit- 


f fuſpc that this is not the Mind of God, then he may have jutk 
ground to queftion what God fays when he ſpeaks clearly: And it 


tne ſenſe ot clear Scripture may be ſuſpet;d , may not the ſcuſe of 
the. 
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- the'Jefinitions of any viſible Judge be queſtioned much more? I 
confeſs the contradictions of rational pet ſans ought to make us lerĩ · 
ouſly conſider what Scripture ſays, but it it (peak clearly , no con- 
tradiQion of Hereticks gives juſt ground to queſtion the true ſenſe 
thereof; Did Athanaſins queſtion the Truth when it was contradict- 
ed by a World of Arrians, though Pope Liberiu / alſo did ſubſcribe 
the ſentence againſt him ? Doth not the Apoſtle teach, that the Faith 
of Divine Truths ſhould be ſo firm that it an Angel would gontra+ 
dict it, we ſhould not bclieve him, Gal. 1. 8. 

Next he objects, That Hereticks for their Hergfie alledze plicer of 
Scripture as would ſeem clear, ar Marcion juſtifi-d Lis diſpiſing Mo- 
{cs by theſe words , Joh. to, 8. All that ever came belore me are 
Thieves and Robbers : The Manichees , they fancy that Chriſt is the 
Sun, by that Joh. $. 1 2. I am the Light of the World : The Mulden - 
ſes, that the Magiſtrate ought wot to put a Criminal to death, becauſe its 
id, Exod. 20. Thou, ſhalt not kill. Tea, (lays he, the Devil cited 
clear Scripture againſt Chriſt, and the Jews againft bir Death. Did e- 
ver Beelzebub blaſpheme more groſly- than this Jcſuit ? it the Dewil 
cited clear Scripture , why did not Chriſt hearken to him ? Do not 
their own Interpreters, Fanſen. in concord. Evang: cap, 55 Mildonat, 
and à Lapide in Matth. 4. 6. ſhew , that the D vil groſſy pzrverted 
that Scripture 7. Did not the D. vil mutilate the Text which he cited 
out of Pſal. 91. 11. leaving out, In all thy waysrz as is cxcellent ly 
noted by Bernard Scrm. 14. in Pſalmum qui habitat, Quid mandavit 
nempe quod in Pſalms ſequitur ut cuſtodi aut cuſtodi ant te in viiſ tui: 
Nunquid in præcipiuii :? Qualit via bec de pinnaculo Templi mittere 
te deorſum? Non oft via beg, ſed ruina. & fi via tua oft , non illiur. 
-Did not Chriſt, by collating the«Scripture cited by the Devil, with a- 
nother, Deut. 6. 16. demonſtfate, that the D. vil did pervert the 
Scripture, contrary to its ſenſe, and thereby did confirm the truth 
which the Jeſuit here impagnes ; viz. that collatioa of Scripture 
with Scripture, is one ſolid mean to find out the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture ?- What though Heretichs for their Herefies do alledge Scriptures 
as world ſeemclear ? Is there not as great odds betwixt a Scripture 
ſcemingly clear, and really clear, as betwixt a Jeſuits Sophiſm, and a 
real demonſtration ? May not all thoſe pericrfions of Scripture by 
Marcion tet, Manichees, &c. be lufficiently cleared without the ſea» 
tener of an inta'lible viſible Judge ? ls it rot apparent, hat it was an 
impious inference from Fob. 10. 8. that Moles was a Thief er Kob+ 
ber ? (ecing lie was !a'thful in all the Houſe of God, as a ſervant, 
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Heb. 3.8. That place Job. 10. 8.” pronounces them only Thieves: - 
and Robben, who run 4 a Miſſion from God, as Autin ex- 
nds lib, 16. contra Fauſtum cap. 12. Or. that gave themſclves out 
[for the Meſſier , ſuch as Jude of Galileey and Thendasr, Oc. So 
Ciryſoft. Cyril, Theapbil. Ent cited by 4 Lapide on the place, none 
ef which did Moſes. Is not the fancy of the Manicheans from Fob, 
$. 12. as impious and ludibrinus ? Is not Chritt Gd over all , bleſſed 
for ever , Rem. g+ 5. therefore as Auſtin aid excellently , Trad. 34. 
in Fob. Eſt Lux que fecit bane lucem, he is not the San, but the Light 
which made the Sun. As. for that Tenet he charges upon the Val 
denſea , they are. vindicatcd from it by Learned Uſher , de Cbriſ ian. 
Ecchef. ſucceſſ. & as. cap. G. Edit. 2. pag- 198. and by Perrin Hiſt. of 
alder. lib. 1. cap. 4+ Lea, 4 4 Caſtro, albeit he following 
the Drove, acculc them of it, yet confeſſes, that Te Sylvins in 
lib. de orig, Bohemorzm cap · 35+ in reckoning out the errours of the 
IWaldenſes, charges them with no ſuch thing- However , ſarely that 
Poſition has no Foundation in that Text Ex d. 20, 13. For the Ma- 
giltrate, Rom. 13. bears not the Sword in vain, and Scripture ex- 
preſly inzoyns the puniſhing of ſundry Criminals capitally, particu» 
larly Murtherers, Numb. 35. 31. So chat thoſe impious gloſſes which 
Aexeticks have put, upon Scripture, may be clearly confuted by Scrip- 
turey if it were not ſo what could the Romiſh ivfallible Judge do? 
What ground ſhould he have upon which to pronounce. this to be 
the ſenle of the place, and not that which Hereticks pretend? if the 
Popes definztion be ibe only way to vindicate Scriptures from gloſſes 
cf Hereticks, why hay he not given us 2 clear Commentary upon 
the whole. Scripture 7 As Hexeticks wrell ſentences of Scripture, 
may they not. wreſt ſentences of Popes or Councils? Fhey can 
bring no ObjcQion againſt us, which recoils not upon their own 


He clamouts, pgs 6 1. that there may be many ſeerting contradicli un: 
in Scripture : What then? Ergo, all things neceſſary to falvation arc 
not clearly ſet down in Scripture , or by tirm conſequence deducible 
from it · Nox ſequituy. Tere are not only ſeeming, but real contra- 
dictioi s, bet wt the definitions of their Popes , and Canons of 
their Councils, one Council decrecing that the General Council is 
above the Pope, another decreeing , that the Pope is above the 
Council, and both approved by Popes # for as the Lucran which 
did ſubject the Council to the Pope, was approved by Leo the 10. fo 
allo was the Council of Conſtaxce , which ſubjected the Pope to the 
Council, . 
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Gauncil, approved and*cdbnfirmed by Pope Martyn 5+ Sf. 45+ but 
the holy Scripture is not Yea and Nay. 

He objects ibid. That many things are believed by Proteſtants which 
are not in Scripture aal, as Perſons in the Trinity , Sacraments in tbe 
Church , the Command of: keeping the Sunday. Anſar. 1 would have 
apprehended the Pamphleter would have heard of Nazianzen's di- 
ſtin&ion, Orat. 37. that gucdam ſunt in' Scripturir que nm dicuntur, 
quadam & ſunt & dicuntur: There are Points of Faith materially 
contained in Scripture, though the words which the Catholick 
Church uſes to explain thi ſe Myfterics be not there found. Thus the 
Merits and Satisfaction ot Chriſt are found in Scripture , and ducu- 
lently demonſtrated thence againſt the Saciuian, though thoſe words 
be not tound in Scripture. Did not the ancient Fathers demonſtrate 
from Scripture the Conſubſtantiality of the Son with the Father, al- 
though the word en»«e:@&+ was not in Scripture? It's enough that 
the thing meant by the word Perſons, and Sacraments, and a ſuffi- 
cient Warrant to keep the Lords day, be found there: Yea, have we 
not the word Pcrfon, Heb. 1. 3. ho is the expreſs Image of bis Per- 
fon, Tus vwecdins ava. Albeit I be not ignorant of the Logoma- 
chics which were among Ancients concerning the words yea and 
crecdeit · As fer the Command concerning the Lords Day , belides 
othcr-Warrants to obſcrve it fromrhe Scripture, ſuch as the ptactice 
of the Apoſtles, the title of Suleg xveraxt, Reveb 1. 10. the Apor 
ftolick Injunction, 1 Cor. t6. 1, 2. Has not Learned M. Caxdrey 
demouſtrated a-preceptive Authority for it, from the fourth Come 
mand, in his Sebbatum Redivioum , Part. 2. cap. 7. Part. 3. cap. 3. 
Part. 3. cap · 1. As for the Sacraments, | hope the Inſſitutiou of Bap - 
tiſm, and the Lords Supper, is clear in Scripture 3 and other Sacra - 
ments we know none. As for the deſi ni. don of a Sacrament given 
me in my tenth Paper againſt M. Demfer , at which here he fnarks, 
when he gets conhdence to examine it, he ſhall find it will abide the 
Teſt, In fme, could any Romaniſt ſolidly prove that any of the Ar- 
ticles of our Religion are not contained in Scripture, I ſhould ingenu- 
ouſly diſown thers, 

It's further objected, pag. 63. that my places of Scripture are ſlats 
ly againſt Proteſtantr, and for Papiftr, as Matth. 26. 26+ Jams 2+ 2 
2+ Thal. 2. 13. yea he is bold to ſay, that Proteſtants can never be 4 
ble to bring one clear Scripture againſt any of their Tenets. Thiele be big 
words, but ſplendid untruths- Can we bring no clear Scripture a- 
gaintt avy Tenct of Popery ? Is not that Scripture clear againſt their 
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Dry Communions ,- Marth, 26. 27. Drink, ye all of it? t not that 
berſpture expreſs againſt Purgatory , Revel, 14+ 1 3+ Bleſſed are the 
Dead which die in 1ht Lord \ few baneefortb, yea ſahth the Spirit, that 
they 2 from ibelr labomrſ. If they reſt from their laboùrs, then 
e labour not in the flames of Purgatory, Is not that a clear Scrip- 

ture againſt Image- worſhip, — 20+ 4, 5- Thon ſhalt not make to 
thy ſelf any greven Image , nor the likeneſs of any thing: Thou ſalt 
wot bow. down to them, Ce. I know the Pamphleter fays , that this 25 
2 corrupt Verſjon, and that it ſhowld be rendred Idol, not Image , it be- 
ing Peſel in the Hebrew: But that is a corrupt evaſion, ſay 15 doth 
not the root Paſal fignifie, dolare, ſculpere: Hence the Chaldee renders 
it Tſalms, an Image. Do not their own Pagnin and Montanus ren- 
der it ſculptile? But whatever be of that, is it not added in the He- 
brew, Ve col temwns , or any likeneſs of any thing? Are not here 
then all Images, in ſo far as they are — of Adoration, pro- 
hibited ?-But grant that it ought to be rendred an Idol, yet doth 
not the Adoration gf an Image make it an Idol ? Did not Adoration 
make the Brazen nt an Idol, which before was not one? -Hence 
is that of Tertull. lib. de Idololauri a, cap. 4. Imazinum conſecratio eſt I- 
dololatria , and Iſidere lib. 8. Orig. cap. it» Idolum eſt fimilachrum, 
quod humana eff gie fadlum & conſecratum eſt, according to the known 
Di 


Qui ſacros fingit auro vel marmore vultur, 
Non facit ille Deos, qui calit ille facit. 

Yea, ſo evident is this, that their great School-man Vaſq. Tom-1- is 
3+ Part. 9. 2 7 diſp. 103 · cap. 2+ conteſſes, that by this Command all 
Adoration of Images was prohibited to the ſews: whence I con- 
clude.z therefore alſo to Chriſtiars, the Morat Law ſtanding ftill in 
force. Rom. 3. 31+ Do we by Faith makg void the Lew , nay ratber we 
eſtabliſh it. 1 might run through other Points in difference' betwixt 
Romanilts aud us, for I ku⁰ëL none of them bat may be diſproved 
by luculent Scriptures. 

Whereas he ſays theſe three Scriptures, Mt. 26. 26. Jam. 2+ 24. 
2 Theſ. 2. 13. are flatly againſt Proteſtants , h2 too flatly diſcovers ci - 
ther his own ignorance, or impudeney , the harmony betwixt theſe, 
and the Doctrine ot Proteſtants, hath been abundantly cleared by our 
Authors, who handle the Controverfics of the Preſence of Chriftia 
the Sacrament, -Juſtitication and Traditions, ; 

Now ſhortly, I ſay firſt, that theſe words, This is my B-dy, make 
no more for the Tranſubſtantiation of Bread into the Body ot Chritt 
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than theſe, 1 Cor · 10. 4. the Rock w 14 Chriſt, for a Tranſubſtantiation 
of the Rock into Chriſt ; Yes, their Tranſubſtantiating ſenſe cannot 
be admitted, without falfifying the words of Chriſt 3 as Idemoniira- 
ted againſt M. Deter, and ſhall hew in its on place, that wy Ar- 
- gument ſtands yet in force , not withſtandiog the Pamnphicters inlig- 
nificant attempts to the contrary; In evidence hereof, after Conlc-. 
cration, it's frequently called Bread, 1 Cor, 11+ 26, 27+ 

proceed thereſore to the ſecond Scripture , Fam. 2. 24. Te ſee 
that a may is juftified by Works , anl not by Faith only. That this 
place is not ſo clear for them, may appear by joyning them with 
ſome other places from the Apolile Pan, Ram. g. 28. Therefore we 
conclude that a man is juſtified by Faith, without the works of the 
Law: Rom. 4. 5, 6+ To bim that worketh not, bat believeth on bim 
that juſtifieth the unged y, is Faith counted for righteouſuſ; ,» even as 
David deſcribed the bleſſeduerſs of ibe man to whom God igbte- 
ouſntſ; without works , Gal. 2. 16+ Knowing that a man is not juſtified , 
by the works of the Law , but by the Faith of Jeſa- Chrift „ d A 
Jud rice niſi per ſidem which Eftbizxs, upon the place, acknow- 
ledges to be cquivalent to, ſedtantum. per fidem , but only by Faith: 
And he affirms, that the moſt Learned, both of Greek and Latin In- 
terpreters, do agree in that Expoſition. Theſe, and other Texts of 
the Apoſtle Paul, ſeem to ſtand in ſo full contradition to the ſenſe 
which Romaniſts irpoſe upon the words of James, that they have 
deviſed many Cob web diſtinctions to clude thoſe luculent teſtimo+ 
nics of the Apoſtle S. Paul: Some affirming , that be excludes only 
from Juſtification tbe of the Ceremonial Lam, net remewbring 
that he excludes the works of that Law which is eſtabliſhed by the 
Goſpel z, as is clear, comparing RenagF-23. with verſe 31. but that 
is ſurely the Moral Law. Others f that they cannot deny but 
he excludes the works of the Moral MA, yet ſay, that only theſe 
works , as done before Converſi n withent Grace , are excl 
Others ſay, that the Apoſtle S. Paul ſpeaky only of the firſt Juſtificati- 
on, but not of the ſecond. But the Apaſtle S. Paw! , Row. 4+ to con- 
firm his Aſſert ion of Juſtification by Faith without the works of the 
Law, brings in the inſtances of David and Abrabam, after, 
their Convciſĩon; and theretore he excludes not only works before 
Converſion , neither ſpeaks he only of that which Romanifts call 
the fuſt Juſt fication. I ſhall not digreſs, to examine that diſtinction 
of the tilt and ſecond I iſtiſication; but ſurely, in the Romiſn ſenſe, 
it preſuppoſes a Jultihcation by inhexent holineſs, or by works, _ 
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ſo is a of the queſtion . Only to prevent Logotnachics and 
miſtakes about words, it would be conſidered, that the chief ques 
ſtion betwixt Romanifis and us in this thing is , concerning the me · 
ritorious cauſe of Juſtification : what it is taat purchaſes to us Re- 
miſſion of fin, and right to Eternal Life. No I might appeal to 
all ſcrious and imprejudiced perſons , what elſe can do this, but the 
. obedience of the Lord I. ſus Chriſt > Can our good works, either 
before or aſter Converſion, latis ie Divin@Juſtice , or merit to us te- 
miſſion ct fins, ind a right to eternal life? Is there any proportion 
:twixt our works, and that Eternal, and far more exceeding weight 
of Glory, or the wrath, to the uttermoſt, due to usfor our fins ? 
Are we not bound, Luke 17. o. When we bave done all that we are 
commanded , to acknowledge our ſelvuy nnprofitable ſervants? tor we 
have but done that which was our duty to do. Are not our beſt 
performances ſtained with gradual detects ? Eecleſe 7» 20. Eſay 6.4- 6. 
UI ener righteouſneſſes are #1 filiby rags. ls not that ſaying of S.Greg. 
own, lib. g. Moral. in Fob cap, 11+ Onnis humana juſtitia , inju- 
ſtitis eſſe convincitar , ſi diſtrid judicetwr : prece ergo poſt juſtiti am in · 
diget, at que ſuccumbere diſcuſſa poterat , ex ſola judicis pictate con- 
valeſcat. Does any man love God fo well as he ought ? ſays not 
S. Auſtin Epiſt. 29. Pleniſims charitas eft in nemine. liind autem quod 
minxs eſt quam (e debet , in vitio eſt? Do we not ſtand in need of 
mercy to our beit works? Neb. 13. 22. Are they not made aretpta- 
ble to God through Feſus Chriſt ? [| Per. 2. f. Can We then be pro- 
nounced by God perſectly juſſ on the account of theſe? or are we 
not rather pronounced juſt upon the account of the obedience of 
Chriſt,. for which theſe are accepted, and we c ſelves alſo? E- 
Pbeſ 1+ 6+ He bath made ur accepred in the beleved. Is not that Scrip» 
ture luculent, Rom. 5. 19. By the obedience of one ſhall many be made 
rig bien? If any might have placed confidence on their works, to 
be juſtified thereby, then ſurcly the Apoſtle S. Paul might have done 
it, but ke durkt not adventure on it: 1 Cor. 4. 4+ 1 know nothing by 
my ſelf , yet am I not bereby juſtified. 


It remains then to be expounded, in what ſeuſe a man is faid Fam. 
2+ 24+ to be juſtified by works, and not by Faith only. Far be it trom 
us to impoſe, with Romanits, a gloſs upon S. James which, upon 
the matter, would make him contradi& $. Paul. The word of the 
Lord is not yea and nay , many have taken excellent pains to clear 
the harmony of theſe two Apoſtles, and to vindicate this place of 
S. James fxom the Cavils of Romanifts. I will not here digreſs , to 
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tbis matter, whoſe way ſhould I imbrace, 1 might perhaps cafily 
expede my (elf from Ramiſh Cavils , and-leave allo ſome conſiders 
ble differences betwixt the Romiſh Paxty and Proteſtants in this mat - 
ter: But I conſeſs I amafraidof new-Methods:, eſpecially in a mat 
ter of ſo great importance, as the point of Juſtification : And there- 
fore holding to the more xccerved grounds, I ſhall remit the Reader 
to Reverend Biſhop Dewnem, bis learned Treatiſe of Juſtification, 
lib. 7. cap · $- where he both diſcuſſes Bellarmine's Quibbles.. as allo 
illuſtrates that place in S. 7ames, by an Elegant Analytick Expoſition, 
from ver. 14+ to the end of the Chapter, Let it luthce at preſent to 
advertiſe the Reader, that &. Famer ules neither the word Faith, 
nor the word Juſtifie, in the gme ſenſe with S. Paul nor does he 
debate the queſtion which S. Paul handled, or which is at this day 
toſſed betwixt Romaniits and us. For clearing theſe things , brictly 
T (ay firſt , when S. James lays, weare not juſtified by Faith only „ he 
takcs not Faith for a ſaving Grace of the Spirit, receiving whole 
Chriſt, Jobs 1. 1 2+ pucifying the heart, Act. 15. 9. and working by 
love, Gal. 5+ 6+ which is the only true Faith by which we are jultit- 
ed, according to the Doctrine of S. Paul, and the Reformed Chur- 
ches: But S. James takes Faith for a dogmatical aſſent to Divine 
Truths, joyned with an outward proſeſſion, but ſuch as may be ſe- 
parated from good works, as is evident from the ſeries of his whole 
diſcourſe , particularly from wer. 1 4+ where the ſtate ot the queſtion 
which S. James handles is — » What doth it profit, my Bre- 
thren , though a man ſay be bath Faith, and have not works ? wu du- 
rar 4 ne gore evroys Can that Faith ſave him, by which it ap- 
pears S. Fames whole diſcourſe is, concerning that Faith which a man 
faith he hath,, but may be void of good works : Now that is net 
the Faith, by which we, according to the Apoſtle S. Pauls Doctrine, 
afhrm a man to be juſtified without the works of the Law for true 
juſtifying Faith, is a living and working Faith, But Fam. 2. 17. 
Faith, if it bave no worky, is dead, being alone. I add ſecondly, that 
when S. James lays, thats a man is juſtified by works ,, he does not 
{peak as 8, Paul, uf the true proper Act of Juthfieation , which is a 
Judicial A of God, really acquitting the ſinner of guiltineſs, and 
trom the wrath of God, to which be was lyable , but of a declara- 
tive Juſtification, or of that which evidences a man to be in a juſli- 
hed eſtate, or to be acquitted from guilt and wrath; Nor needs 
this ſecm ſirange to any, it being à Rule among Interpreters of 
* y Scripture 3 
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the Rule of Paith. 
Scripture + qhandogue tune dicitrr. aliquid eſſi, ant qunm ee in- 
relligitmr,ont declaratur: A thing is —— — 
manifeſt that it is dove ; $5 Leit. 13. 3. 13. The Prieſt is ſaid to pol» 
lute, or cleanſe. the Leper, becauſe he declared him clean, or un- 
clean: So Ad. 1c 15+ What Grd bath cleanſcd, defile thou not, ov wd 
xelva,y dcelare thou not common, or unclean. And this word Fuſtificati- 
on is frequently taken in a like ſenſe, as Luk. 7+ 24. 35. Rom. 3+ 4. 
1 Tim. 2. 16. & c+ That ſo it is taken here, Learned Preteſtants have 
cvicted from the Context ; I only deſire the Reader to caſt his eyes 
* upon verſe 18. A man may fay , thow- hat Faith, and I have Works, 
ſhew me thy Faith witbout Merk, and I will he thee my Faith by 
my Workss Whcte its apparent, that the Apoſtle is enquiring after 
the Evi ol. a Juſtiked Eſtate, which he concludes to be good 
works. The chief difficulty which here ſeems to ariſe is, that it the 
Apolile James did here ſpeak only of a declarative Juſtification, then 
he would have aſcribed this Juftification only to good works, and 
not at all to Faith; whereas the Apoſtle gives good-works, and Faith, 
a conjun intereſt in the Juſtification whereot he treats 3 yow ſee then, 
bow by Works a man is juſtified, and not by Faith. Anſw. This in- 
ference would perhaps have ſome ſtrength, had the Apoſtle been 
ſpeaking only of the internal act of Faith; but not at all, when, as 
hath been ſhewed , the Faith ſpoken of, is a profeſſed Faith; for the 
profcthon of Faith may concur with good works, to declare and c- 
vidence a perſon to be in a Juſtified kſtate. Thirdly therefore, and 
laſtly , for the fall illuſtration ot this whole matter, we would care- 
fully notice the different: queſtions handled by the two Apolites , 
S. Paul, ard S. James. The Apoſtle S. Paul, in his Epiſtles to the 
Roman and Galatians, having to do with perſons who Phariſaical- 
ly boaſted of their good works, and preſumed, as our Romaniſts do 
to this day, to be juſtified thereby, or at leaſt jayned their good works, 
with Faith in Chriſt, as the ground of their Juſtification before God : 
Therefore he diſputes at lehgth the ſame queſtion, which now is @ 
gitated betwixt Romanilis and us, what is the true ground upon 
which a inner is accepted of God, and pronounced by him Juſt , as 
if he had perſectly kept the whole Law in his own perſon 3-and to 
hammer down theſe proud Juſtitiaries , he concludes , that the only 
ground of this Jultification of a ſinner before God, is the obedience 
of Chriſt laid hold upon by Faith, and totally ¶cludes good works 
from having any cauſal influence upon Juſtification z which he proves, 
beſides many otiier Argument,, by.the-moſt appoſite examples of A- 


brabars 


*” 


126 The Sept 12 
brabam and David. For if any hive been juſtified by works, 
then ſurely Abraham and David , pttſons of ſo Eminent Holineſi, 
had been juſt ified thereby , but not they, as he ſhews, Re. A. Erge, 
none at all. But d. James, on the other hand, bad to do with a kind 
of Epicures, who g S. Faubs Doctrine af Juſtification by Faith 

without the works of the Law, maintained there was no netellii of 

good works, but only to profeſs Faith in Chriſt. This is 8B. Aut ins 

obſcrve, and not mine, in Pſal. 31. Jacebut vult corricere eos qui Pan» 

lum male intelligends , nolcbant bene optrari , de ſola de preſumentes. 

So that the queſtion- which S. James agitates is, whether there be a 

neceſſity of good works; which he reſolves affirmatively, and wirk- 

al atteſls, that though they be not the cauſes of our Juſtification be- 

fore God, yet «heyare the infeparable ces of a Juſtifying Faith, 

and the Evidences of a Juſtified Eftate. For this end he brings in not 

only the exampleof Abrabam, but alſo of Rabab, who of an Infi- 

del had been proſelyted to the Faith, yet the alfo demonſtrated the 

ſoundneſs of her Faith, by ber works of mercy to the Servants of 

Gad. Thus the harmony of theſe ta Apoſtles may luculently ap- 

pear z the Apoltic Paul ſhews good works have no cauſal influence 

upon Juſtification ; the Apoſtle I ame teaches, that though they be 

not —— yet they demonſtrate the truth of a J-fifying Faith : 

For as S. Auſtin lays , lib, de fide ꝙ eperibus cap. 14. & works ſe- 

guumtur fuſtificaium , non 4K. — that which fol- 

lows Juſtification, can neither cauſally nor formally juſtiie, but well 

may evidenge a Juſtifed Eftate ; and this was all which S. Janet in- 
tended. But what need I more, their oivn Aquizas in cap. 3. Epiſt. 

ad Galat. Let. 4. expreſly confeſſes , quod bens opere nm ſunt cauſa, 

quod aliquis fit juſtus apud Deum, ſed potius extextiones & manifcs 

ftationes Juſtitie , that good works arc not cauſes why any is juſt be», 
tore God, but the executive d:monſtrations of righteouſneſs, or ef 

a Juſtified Eſtate. I know there be magy Cavils raifed againſt this 

4 by Bell. and other Advocates of the Romiſh Cauſe , but they are co- 
piouſly diſcuſſed by our Controveiſiſts, and lately Twrretines e xer- 

cit, de concord. Paali & Jacobi in articulo fuſti 2 | 

Procced we now to the third and laſt place, 2 Theſe 2. 13+ which 

5 the Pamphlcter ſuppoſes to be cle ar for their mnwritten Traditions ; 
It's indeed ordinary with Remaniſts , where ever they find menti- 

on of Traditions in Scripture, to draw it to their unwritten Tradi- 

tions: But this very place diſcovers their miſt e, for the Apofile 

ſpeaks of Traditions by Epiſtle, as well as by word; then ſure there 
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are written Traditions. I know nothing that here can be objected, 
but that he mehtions Traditions, not only by Epiffle , but by 
word : To which I anſwer , from this indecd it follows, that Do- 
ines of Faith were delivered to the Church of Theſſalorics, both 
by word and writ : It holds out theſe two different ways by which 
Divine Truths were conveyed to them from the Apoſtles 3 but it 
cannot be concluded from this Scripture, that any Articles of Faith 
were delivered by word to this Church of Theſſalonics , which were 
not contained in the Epiſtles written to them, yet granting, that 
{ome Articles of Faith had been Orally delivered to them , which 
were not conta ined in theſe two Epiſtles to the Church of Theſſale> 
nic , yet nothing can be inferred againſt us, except he could prove 
that theſe Articles were not to be ſound in any other Scripture, Let 
this Pawphleter, if he can, give us an account of the Articles of 
Faith Orally delivered to the Theſſaloni ant, which are not to be 
found either in theſe Epittles, or in any other Scripture ; if he can- 
not, which nu Ramanilts as yet have been able to do, let them once 
learn to acknowledge, that this Scripture makes nothing for them. 
I muſt remember him that Bell. confeſſes , lib. 4. de verb. Dei exp» 11, 
that the Apoſtles committed to writing whatever was neceſſary; either 
then it muſt be acknowledged Traditions are not- neceſſary, or 
elſe, according to Bell, they muſt be delivered in the written words 
Cardinal Perron, as I find him cited by M. Chillingworth, in his Prote- 
ſtam / ſoſe may, cap · 3+ Sell. 46. conjectures, that the Tradition, of 
which the Apoſile here ſpeaks , was of the hinderance of the coming 
of Antichriſt, Grant that the Cardinal hath hit right, yet ſceing 
neither he, nor the Romiſh Church, can give an account what that 
hinderance was which the Apoſile meant, it ſtill appears, how un» 
ſure a Traditive conveyance is , and that the knowledge of that hin- 
derance cannot be neceſſary now, or 2 point of Faith, ſecing God 
hath permitted it to be loft, * 

Pag. 63. and 64. the Pamphleter urges, hat Hereticky , ſuch as 
Arrians, Eutychians, Manichees, Neſtorians, Valentinians, and Apol - 
livariſts , by collating Kripture with Scripture , did confirm their ba- 

Herefies : Par what is that to the purpoſe ? Doth it there - 
ore follow, that collating Scripture is not a mean for finding out 
the true ſenſe of Scripture ? Might he not as well argue, that be» 
cauſe ſome by cating do poyſon themſelves, therefore cating is not a 
mean to preſerve the life-of man or becauſe ſome Hereticks have 
brought the Teſtimonies of Fathers, Cvuacils, yea, and alſo of 
” . Popes 
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Popes to confirm thelr Hereſics , therefore none of thoſe do eontri · 

bute to find out the true ſenſe of Scripture? It is Blaſphemy to (ay; 

that u or collating of Scripture, bs the proper cauſe of Hete- 

fie. 8. Ain aſſigns far different cauſes, when lib. de will» ered. 

cap. 1+ he detines an Heretick to be one, qui aliowjns teemporalis om 

"nodi & naxime glorie principatuſque ſui gratia , falſas a0 nova; opi« 

nioner vel gignit vel ſeguitur: Where he holds out, that it's from 

Pride, Avarice, or ſome ſuch vicious Principle, and not from rgading 
or collating Scripture, that men adopt Heretical Opinions z and 

having once eſpouſed them, they peryert Scriptures to make them 

appear plauſible ; Certainly all miſinterpretations of Scripture pro- 
cced from ſome prave diſpoſition , either in the. Underſtanding, or 
Will: And our Saviour made uſe of collating Scripture, Matth. 4. 
as the choiceſt mean to confute ſaphiſtical arguings from Scripture. 
Is there any of the groſs inferences of Arrians, Neftorians, Mas 
chees, Ce. which Fathers, and latter Divines, have not confuted by 
Scripture ? Dothnot Popery drive this Pamphleter to a great height 
of Blaſphemy, when he dares affitm, that an Arrian Cobler impug» 
ning the Tranſubſtantiality of the Son of God with the Fatber, cannot be 
confated by the Scripture? Docs he mean, that a Jeſuit transfiguriug 
himſelf into the ſhape of a Cobler , (as ſome are ſaid to have done, 
for indeed they can turn themſclves to all ſhapes )) hath learocd ſuch 
dexterity from Lucifer, as to maintain the blaſphemoys Herc ſie of 
Arrians Let him try his Acumen in anſwering the Scriptural Argus 
ments which gell. hath brought to prove the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son of God, lib. 1. de Cbriſto, from cap. 4+ to g+ incluſive. Did 
not the Ancient Chtiſtian Church confute Arrians, Neſteriant, Exiy- 
chians, &c. from the holy Seripture? How weak is that intereace of 
the Arriex, mentioned by the Pamphleter , that becauſe Chriſt prayed 
that bis Diſciples might be one, Joh. 17. therefore to conclude, that he 
and the Father are one, only in will and aſſeclion? Do not all the 
— — which prove the Deity of Chriſt , and that the incommu- 
nice ble Attributes of the Deity, are applyable to him, demonſtrate 
him to be Conſubſtantial with the Father? Mis other inſtance is no 
leſs ridiculous, from the Eutychians concluding, that the Humane Na- 
ture of Chriſt is changed into the Divine, betauſe, 61 its ſaid, Joh. 1. 
the Word was made Fleſh ; ſo its ſaid, Joh. 2+ that the Water was turned 
into Wine, If there were any. ſtrength iþ that Argument, would it 
not rather follow, that the Divine N t re was changed into the Hu: 
mane ? but the truth is, that ncithec fo llows : For aſtet that the 
Watcr 
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"Water was made Wine, it reta ned no more the reciprocal proper · 
ties of Water 4 but after that the Mord was made Fleih, the Eternal 
incteated Word of God remained the Word, as being immutable 
and the Fleſh, or his Humane Nature, remained Flcſh ; And there- 
-forc he deſired the Diſciples to toueh and feel him, that be had fleſh and 
bonet , Lathe 24+ 39+ Were it proper here for me to digreſs to a con» 
futation of the reft of thoſe Hereticks mentioned by the Pamphleter, 
it were as eaſie to ſhew their inferences to bꝛ ludibrious, and inconſe- 
quential , without the aſſiſtance of any infallible viſible Judge, which 
the Pamphlcter , and all the Romiſh Party, will not be able to do, 
concerning the Proteſtant Religion. Sure he mult be cither a mau 
of ſtrong fancy, or cauterized Conſcience, who is bold to ſay, that 
there cannot be ſo clear Scripture brought a3ainſt the Re Preſence of 
Chriſt in the Sacrament , (be means their Popiſh Tranſubſtantiated 
Preſence } as the old condemned Herctichſ brought againſt the Fucarnati» 
on of Chriſt : Nay, he (hall find in its proper place, that their Dream 
of Tranſubſtanthtion may be confuted, not* only by other luculent 
Scriptures, but alſo by theſe words of Chrilt, This is my B dy (which 
they apprehend do moſt favour their Cuuſe , and which the Pan- 
phleter ſays are ſpoken by*the four Evangeliſt , and by the Apſtle 
Paul: but it ſeems he is better acquainted with his Maſs-book, 
n with the four Evangeliſts; for one ot them, namely S. Fobs, 
has not thoſe words) where alſo thy argument againſt M. Demſter, 
to this purpole, (ball be vindicated from all his frothy Cavils: I know 
Fathers of old did prove the reality of Chrifts Humane Nature againſt 
Marcionites , from bis Symbolical Preſence in the Sacrament ; tor it 
Sacramental Brea#and Wine be Types, Symbols, and Figures of his 
Body and Blood, ag they are —.— by Fathers, then ſurely he had 
a real Body, and real Blood : But does it from this follow , that they 
believed a Tranſubſtantiated Preſence? Nay, on the contrary , in as 
much as the Sacramental Bread and Wme are called by them Types. 
Figures, and Symb ls of his Body aud Blood, it appears they held 
them not to be his very Body and Blood. And here, by the way, 1 
muſt adviſe him, not to expole his ignorance? to ſuch publick view, 
as here ne doth by citing S. Chryſit. Home 6. as if Chryſoft, had writs 
ten Homilics but upon one place of Scripture , ſuch Lux Citations 
will make people ſuſpect, that J. ſuits are not fo well verſed in the 
Fathers, as thcy would make the world believe, 
From þ 2g. 65. he takes a deal of pains to tranſerib: long Citations 
out ot D. Feremy Taylor bis liberty of Prophe:ying , Sed. 4. and he 
8 * 
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joyns with him (fie«der againſt Melaxtton:1t mi ght be enough to tell 
him, oo the tir Lea - — was — Book — 
an Apolog ) it was as fitly entituled, A liberty of Prophecying, as the 
Pamphleters Book, Seo/ding without — Gove ray one diſco- 
vered more ſcolding than either ſobriety or ſhip, ſo the o- 
ther took more cog, than himſelf did afterwards allow. Quiſque 
ſws patimur mare. It appears by the Preface to his Polemicks, that 
in the mentioned Ticatiſe, he diſputed the more ſceptically, to make 
his Adverſarics leſs confident of their Opinions, and conſequently 
more tender to himſelf, and others of his perſwaGon. Whether the 
end propoſed will legitimate the mean, Caſuiſts may determine. A 
further- Anſwer to D. Taylours Teſtimony , I lcave to be got from 
D. Sbirman; for to him alſo this teſtimony of D. Taylor was ob- 
j "ed by F. Fobnſon , . 4. num. 23. only Ladd , that D. Taylor, 
not withſtanding all his C eptical diſcourſe in that Treatiſe, demon- 
ſtrates Set. 1. the Scirpture to be cleat in Fundamentals, which he 
ſuppoſcs ta be compriſed in he Apoſtolick Crecd and he brings 
Sc. 6, 7. ſufficient evidence againſt the Romiſh Iafallibility both of 
Pepe and Council: How ſolidly doth the ſame D. Taylor in his 
Tract: te of the Real Preſence of Chriſt-im the holy Sacrament , by 
conterting of Scriptures, confute their, imaginary tranſubſtantiated 
Preſerce n the Sacrament ? What ſh mention the wounds he 
hith given to their whole Cauſe in his diſſwaſives, I am little con · 
cerncd in the teſtimony alledged from Ofcauder againſt Melanon, tor 
it's but too well known, that Andreas Ofiander , of whom I ſuppoſe 
the Pamphletcr ſpeaks , did unhappily ingage hiraſclf in ſome Para- 
doxal D.bates with his own Brethren : Nether ean his own Son, 
Lucas Ofiander, in Exit. Hiſt» Eccleſ. Cent. 16. pag» 554+ deny it : And 
what it his over-cager purſait of thoſe Paxadoxal Notions did drive 
him upon ſome unadviſed expreſſions, concerning the interpretation 
of holy Scriptures ? can the Farphleter maintain all the expretlions 
which have dropt from thoſe of their own Party? 1 doubt it he can 
name one Controverſie betwixt them and us, concerning which 
they ate not ſubdizided among themſclves . how then can he tati · 
onally demand of me to deſend every thing that hath fallen from the 
Pun ct a Paradox3l Lutheran , whotc Hctcrodoxics have been noted 
by thoſe of his own Party? Did I not fignitic ia my. tenth Paper a- 
gaiult M. Demſter, pig. 218, 219. that it's the Reformed Religion, a» 
greed upon by the Proteſtant Churches in the harmony et their con- 
tellons, which I defeud, and hope to make good, not only againit 
p ſuch 


the Rule of reh. far 
ſuch a Scribler as this Pamphleter , but alſo againſt the whole Con- 
— — be 
Hu concerning 4 pri u from page £9. to 72. be · 
ing wholly —— » 1 judge unworthy on tree? How 
45 have Proteſtants declared to the world, they build not their 
Faith on private Enthuſiaſms, or ſecret objective Revelations ? This 
they leave to Quakers , and to the Romiſh infallible viſible Judge, 
ahgnancy no external infallible Rake to walk by, muſt proceed up- 
on theſe : But the Rule of our Faith, is the pablick external teſti- 
mod ot the Spirit in the Scriptures. If under a pretence of exciu- 
ding a private ſpirit , he exclades a diſcretive judgment, he excludes 
the uſe of Reaſon, which Faith always preſuppoſes vast if he ex- 
clude the neceſſity of the Spirits aſſiſtance, by way I an efficient 
cauſe far aſſenting to Divine Truths recordcd in Scripture, he turns 
Pelagian, and coutradicis his own Authors, who ar: conſtrained to 
acknowledge it. As for any farther uſe of 4 private ſpirit, I had 
almoſt ſaid of a Familiar : when he hath cleared his Popes, and infal- 
lible Judges of it , we (ball be neara ſettlement, as to that thing. An 
"excellent and large account of the teſtimony of the Spirit, what ie 
is, and how far it is neceflary to the belief of the Scriptures, as alſo 
of che intrinſick evidence of the Scriptuges, is given by the Learn» 
ed Amyrald iu Theſ. Salmur. le. de teftimonio Spirit: Sandi. Sce al- 
ſo loc de Antbor. 3 ws 
From pag» 72+ ict upon the DB eeftion of the e of Cimtro* 
verſies , — whether he doth ho ö a yh fooliſh 
work, , as be is pleaſed to object to me, page 14+ the Reader may 
judge : Firſt then he ſays , Scripture cannot be the Fudge of C ntre- 
verſies , 47 M. Menzies will bave. Let all the Papers betwixe M. Den 
ſter aud me be xead , and it ſhall not be found, that ever I aſſerted 
the Scripture to be judge of Controverſies : Indeed, I do aſſert the 
Sc: ipture to be the Ground and Rule of Faith; and I ſuppoſe when 
Proteſtants athem the Scripture to be Judge of Controverlics, they 
mean no more. But becauſe I knew how apt Papiſts are to cavil up- 
oa the term Judge, I did ever purpoſely wave it: But this is the 
Jeluitical Caadour he hath uſed in all his Criminations againſt 


me. 

The Genius of this Scribler will yet more appear, by his ſtating of 
this Queſtion bet wixt Romanilts and us, page 75+ which he pro- 
pounds thus, Cithelick Komars , faith he, build their belief upon 
Scripture „ 191 14ken 41 they fancy, but ar explained by Apoltolical Tra- 
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dition, conſerved inthe Church,” and the unanimous conſent of the Fa- 
thers , and if any doubt ariſe of both theſe, on the general definition 
and decifuin F the preſent Catholick; Churob : But Proteſtants ( lays 
he) (as M. Menꝛies hold. ground their Faith on Scripture which they. 
have correfied , or rather corrupted , as clear in it ſelf , or made clear 
by diligent reading, and: cnferring of places , with prayers, and ( at 
they imagine) a welk-diſpoſed mi ad, that is a prejudicate Opinion Ic is 
hard to ſay whether he diſcover morg pet verſeneſs of folly , in re- 
preſenting the ſtate of this queſtion : Take theſe few obſerves upon 
it, And fiſt, if Romaniſts build their Faith upon the Scriptures , as 
exe ũ by Traditionr, Ec. then Scriptuse contains all Doctr ines 
ot Faith, and Traditions {.xve only to cxpound the Scripture: And 
yet he athims , pag. 62+ There be Articles of Faith, ſuch as Perſont in 
the T. rinity, Sacraments in the Charch, & e · which be denies to be found 
ia Seripture · Either then, in this ſtate of the queſtion, he does not 
declare the adequate ground of the Popiſh Faith, and ſo ſuphiſticates 
with his Reader, when be would make him belicve that they build 
all their Faith on Scripture, orclſe contradicts both himfelt, and the 
current of Romilh Doctors, who maintain unwritten Traditions, 
not only tor expounding Scripturcs , bat alſo tor confirming Articles 
of Faith not contained in the Scripture. Secondly, He dare not 
commit the explication of Scripture cither to Tradition, or the una+ 
nimous coulcnt of Fathers; and therefore he keeps the definition of 
the preſent Church as2 Reſerve, incaſe of dowbts concerning theſe, and 
of ducts which may be m ved concerning the ſenſe of Traditions, and 
of tbe teſt; monies of Fathers. And therefore all mult be ultimately re- 
ſolved on the definition. of the preſent Chareh, they mean the Po- 
piſh Church: So that when all comes to all, their Faith is built upon 
the word of their Pope, or Council, tor nothing elſe can he mean by 
their preſent Church. But thirdly, ſccing the decifions of Faith arc 
remitted unto the preſent Church , that is, Pope or Council, when the 
caſe is dubious concerning the ſenle of Scriptures, Traditions, and 
Fathers; what is now leit to be a ground for. the Churches defiuiti- 
on, but cither Enthuſiaſmn, or a Faucy ? So that by this very ſtate of 
the queſtion , when its well phadered , the ground of the belief of 
te prtlent Romiſh © hurch, is becauſe (he fancies ſo. Fourthly , In 
this late of the queſtion, he ſpcaks as it Romanilts were all agreed 
concerning the Rule of Faith, or Judge of Controverſies ; the con- 
trary WHercof is apparent from what we ſpake, both in the tormer 
qacltio.1 concerning the intallible viſible Jude, and alſo here con- 
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cerning the Rule of Faith. Are M. JFbite, M. Serjtaut, M. Holden, 
Ruſbworth, and other Patrons of the Traditionary way, of the fame: 
Opinion, . touching the Rule of Faith, and Judge of Controver ics 
with Jeſuits ? Fifthly , Doth he not repreſent us as building our 
Faith on corrapted Scriptures ? Is not this an evidence of a moſt de- 
| te Cauſe, when we wuſt be ſo pertidiouſly repreſented ? So far 
are Prot ſtants from buildiug on corrupted Scriptures, that we ap- 
to the pure Originals, 2nd decline no mean for finding out the 
{{nſe of Scripture ever acknowledged by the Catholick Church. Yea, 
to cut off their Cavils of this kind, Learned Proteſtants, as M. Bix - 
ter, Key for Catbolicks, Part, 1. cap. 3 14 have cffered to diſpute the 
Controvcrlies of Religzon out of the Vulgar Latin, or out of the 
Khemiſts Tranſlation, Sixthly, He weuld imply, that we had no rev 
gerd to Tradition, or t» the conſent of Father. In this he belyes us c- 
gregioully ; We are ſo far tram excluding them from the means of 
expounding Sciipture, that we. have a Venerable eſtcem of them, 
when a Tradition is truly ſound to have been rec-ived by the whole 
Catholick Church in all Ages, and when Fathers do unanimouſly 
conſent in Doctrines of Faith: But we muſt have further Evidence 
for an univerſally and perpetually received Tradition or Doctrine u- 
nanimoully approved by Fathers, them ihe partial teftimony of the 
preſent particular and Apoſtate Church of Rome. Dare Romanilts 
xemie the Controverkcs bet wixt them and us to thoſe Teſts of Apo- 
ftolick Tradition, or unanimous conſent of Fathers ? Have they A+ 
poſtolick Tradition for their Adoration of Images, lavecation of 
departed Saiuts , ſubilractiou of the Cup from the people, Purgato - 
ry Fire, their Divine Authority of Apocryphal Book, the Suprema- 
cy of the Pope aba ve Councils and Princes, &e. none but either an 
Ignorant,” or he whoſe Conſcience is Venal and Mercenary, can at- 
um it: But I may give a more partieular account of theſe hereat- 
tet. 1 add but a ſeventh Note, When he mentions the means which 
we athim ought to be uſed for find int out the true ſenſe of Scripture, 
ſuch as the conterring of places of Sexipture and prayer (which | 
ſuppole none but an Inhidel can difallow-) he reckons forth 2 well- 
diſpoſed mind, which he interprets a prejudicate Opinion. What 
Cardour | have met with, or am to expect trom them, let any judge, 
by this the Commentary upon my words, when I require a well- 
diſpoled mind to the rignt underſtanding of the Scriptures; that is, 
faith my Advcrfary, a prejudicate Opinion: Doth he not diſcover 
hilt to he a perlon to. which his own Apreryphs Text S. 1+ 4+ 
Is, 


— REIM imroibit Sapientis, may moſt fitly be ap. 
a _ 73. He flouriſhes with an old Argument againſt tbe Scriptures 
being Judge of Controverſies : - The Judge of Contraverſie , faith he, 
ought to give aclear ſentence , which the learned and umlearned may e- 
queally andert and, but thus d1th nt the Scriptnre , and to this prerpeſe : 
He alledges ſome te//ſimonies from S. Ambrole, S. Auſtin, that there be 
wonderful depths in Scripture; and from Vincentius Lyrinenſis, thas 
Hereticks ,. ſu:b as No vatus, Sabellius, Arrius, & c. have put varions ins 
terpretations upon Scripture. To this I anſwer firſt , Non infertze E- 
lenchni , though all this were granted, it only prov-s that Scripture 
is not the Judge of Controverſies, which is nat aſſerted by me; nci- 
ther is it otherwiſe aſſerted by Proteſtants, then as the Law is faidea - 
be 2 Judge. Hence was that of Ariſtotle Polit. lib. . cap+q+ Ad 
Tor ue rbuor d N vt, the Scripture is only termed Ju ge, 
becauſe its the Law of the Supreme Judge , having an Authoritative 
Power binding upon the Conlcicnce , and it's honoured with the Ti- 


tle of a Judge, bgth in Scripture. and in the writings of Fathers, 
Joh, F. 48. The word that I bave ſpoken ſhall judge him. Joh. 7. 59. 


Doth our Law judge any man, ſais Nicodemus , before it hear bim: 
Hence S. Baſil Epiſt. $0. ad Euſt ich. 5 Save @& fulv ur, 
yeurt and S. Auſtin de gr. & lib. arb. cap. 18. Scdeat inter nos Fu- 
dex Apoſtolur Joannes, But all this is only ſo to be underſtood, that 
it's the Law and ſentence of the Supreme judge. I anſwer ſecondly 
by retotr ion: As many Hereticks put divers ſenſes upon Scripture, 
neither will they acknowledge themſelves to be condemned thereby 
ſo are there divers and contrary ſenſes put by Romaniſts upon the ge- 
finitions of their pretended infallible Judge; neither will any of 
them acknowlcdg,that their ſentiment: are condemned by the Pope or 
Council : I could make a —_ of inſtances of this nat I only 
pitch on two. And firſt the Council of Trent has dess. Seſſ. 4 
c · 2 · that the Vu! gar Latin Verſion of che Bible be held as Authen · 
tick , and that none preſume to reject it upon — pretext. 
Habeatur pro. Anthentica c qu 1d cam nemo rejicere quevis prælextu aus 
deat vel preſumat. Is this definition of the Council clear cither to 
learned or unl:arned / Knows he not the interminable debates of 
Roman ſts concerning the ſenſe of this. definition 7 Doth not A 
rius the ]:luit Tom. 1. Moral. lib. 8. cap. 3. teſtiſie, that Andreas Ve» 
gay Andradins, Sixtur Serenſit, Melebior Cinut, and Lindanus main» 
tain , that the Council of Trent intended not to vindicate the vulgar 
Verhon 
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Verſion from all errours, either of Tranſcribers, or of the Interpre- 
ter himſelf, but only from groſs errours relating to Faith and Man- 
ners. To theſe Cal-vins crit. ſac, de Vulgate Verfionis Autboritate mi- 
nime Au hentiea . G̃ecl. 1.3. adds Driedo, Mariana ; Iſidore Clarinr, 
Brugenſir, Jeden, Ravenſtein , but others as Azorins himſelf Le. cit. 
Lud de Tena in Iſagog. ad ſcript, I b. 1, diffcul. 6. eps 1. & 3. Pine 
ad prfur. in Eccliftaſt. cap. 13. Sc. 2. Greiſer defenſe Bell. lib. 2. de 
verb · Dei cap. 1 1+ and many others hold, that the Vulgar Verſion is 
not tainted with the lcaſt errour; and this D:bate was proſkcuted 
with ſuch animoſity, that as Calwjns reports Set. 143+ out of Ma» 
riana , they impeached one another before Judicatories with mutu- 
al Criminations, and a Congregation of Cardinals was delegated to 
explain the ſenſe of the Council, yet neither to this day is that De- 
bate haiſhed, Take another inſtance from the Bull of Pope Innocent 
the Tenth, againlt the five Propoſitions of Fanſenins , which the Je- 
ſuits apprehend to be wholly in their favours; and yet what various 
ſenſes are impoſed thereon by the 7 a»ſenilts , may appear from the 
Difquiſitions of Pan Irenæus, ſubjoyncd to the Notes of Wendro- 
kin upon the Provincial Letters at Helm ad, Anno 1664 Hence it 
follows, that il various ſenſes impoſed upon the ſentence of a Judge, 
conclude that the giver of thoſe ſentences is not the Judge vt Con- 
troverſics, then both Pope and Council are alike to be degraded 
from being Judges. I anſwer therefore thirdly, That its enough 
that the Supreme ] dge give out Li fo clear, that all Subjects might 
underſtand his ſentences, if the diſability be not from themſelves: 
And ſuch are the Scriptures ot God, though the prejudices of lu- 
fdel Jews will not let them underſtand that Feſws is the Mai h, 
dot h it therefore follow, that the Scriptures have not clearly declared 
him to be the Meſiab? or it Ebionites and Arrians will not ac- 
knowledge Chriſt to be God, doth it follow he is not there re- 
vealed to be the true God ? © it S ciniant will not acknowledge him 
to have ſatishcd Divine Juſtice , is it not therefore clearly enough te- 
vealed in Scripture? The Pamphleter ſpends Paper in vain, to prove 
the eonſiſteney of the Law with a Judge; tor that is not denied by Pro- 
teltants, we acknowledge that Councils have a Judiciary Power, and 
that the genera] ſentences of Scripture may be applyed by them for 
determining particular Cuntroverli.s : But that which is in queltioo 
is, Whether Pope or Council have an infallible aſſiſtance, whereot 
we muſt antecedently be aſcertained , before we believe any Divibe 
Truth, This the Pamphlcter ſhould have proved, but that here he 
doth not once touch.. Fuge 
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Page 77. The Pamphleter raiſes no little duſt with ſome Citations 
of D. Field, "eſpecially in his 1ib. 4. cap. 14, 18, 19. as if be aſſerted 
the conſenting judgment of them that went before us go be the Rule of 
Faith,' and not the conferring of placer, nor looking to the Origitals, 
and that never any Proteſtant taught otberwiſe for which the Pampble» 
ter would excommunicate me from the Proteſtant Churches. But who 
authorized him to declare who be Proteſtants, and who not, Ne ſu · 
tor ultra crepidim : Is there a (ſyllable in all my Papers derogating 
from the due eſteem of Fathers? Did I not till offer to debate the 
truth of our Religion from Antiquity, as well as Scripture ? Did 1 
not conclude their Religion ſpurious, becauſe it differs in its Eſſenti · 
als from the Ancient Church? I appeal all the Order of .Jcſuits to let 
me have an account of Univerſal Tradition for Adoration of Ima+ 
ges. half Communions, Apoeryphal Scriptures, the Popes Supremacy, 
the neceſſity of an infallible viſible Judge, Ce. How (curvily is 
D. Field dealt with by theſe men? Docs not the Doctor complain, 
Append. ad lib. I. Part. 2. Set. 5 that for what he bad writtca con · 
cerning the Rule of Faith, he was cenſured-by Romaniſts as framing 
a new Religion for Sir Thom ar More Utopia yet this Pamphleter, on 
the other hand, makes theſe Aſſertions of D. Field to be the Standard 
of the Proteſtant Religion: It is à falſhood, that D. Ficld makes 
conſent with thoſe abo went before ns to be the only Rule of Faith, or the 
ſine quo non ſor interpreting of Scripture ; for lib. 4. caps 14. he teck · 
ons forth ſeven Rules of Faith, and that comes but in towards the 
Rear. Again, in cap. 19. he enumerates ſeven means for finding out 
the ſenſe of Scripture z among which, the knowledge of Ocigiual 
Tongues, and conferring Texts, are not omitted. Yea, cap. 17. he 
poſitively aſſerts with Cajetan, Andradins, Fanſeniut, Maldonat, that 
i interpretation of Scripture, we may go contrary to the torrent of 
Antiquity ; and he concludes them highly unthankful to God , who 
will deny that in this laſt Age the true ſcuſe of ſundry Texts of 
Scripture is found out. It's too groſs a Cheat which the Pamphleter 
would put upon his Reader , wherewith che paſſages cited concern» 
ing the Rule of Faith, the conterring of Scripture, and conſulting the 
Originals, he adds theſe words, that never did any Proteſtant teach 
otherwiſe, whereas D. iel i ſubjoyas them in another Sc. to a 
ſentence of Iliricus. Bat let him make what he will of D. Field's 
teſtimony, dare Romaniſts own all the Aſſertions of Gerſin, Cajetan, 
CA er, Clemanges, Picherell, Eſpencens, C c. who were tamuus men 
in tine Lin Church 4 it they date, they mult condemn the prelent 
Sytem 
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Syſtem of the Romiſh Faich; if they dare not, why then pref” they 
me with ſingular Aﬀertions of D. Field, or D. Tayl-r 3 ought they 
not to deal as they would be dealt with? 

Pag · 79: He cices a Relation of Reſcius de Atbeiſmo , tha! in the 
ſpace of 60 years there were 60 Hu all agreeing on the Scripture as 
the-Rule , . parted without concordance. Anſw. If this be that 
Sianiſl aus Reſcins mentioned by Poſſevin in apparat. he appears by 
his Book entituled Mriſtro- Machia, to be a malevolous perlon, and 
conſequently not worthy of credit: But though the truth of the ze- 
lation were admitted, yet it derogates nothing from the Scriptures 
being the Rule of Faith; it only . forth either the weaknels ot 
mens judgments, cr the ſtrength of their paſſions. Does not Nazi» 
art eomplain , that in his time he had never ſeen the good iſſue 
of any Synod ? yet then the Controverſie was not of the Rule of 
Faith, but of matedfal objects of Faich. Though Romaniſts pretend 
to have advantages for terminating Controverhies by their intallible 
vilble judge, yet have they not Bo able to terminate the debates 
of Jeſwitsand Dominicans de gratia, or of Franciſcans and Dumi - 
wicaus concerning the Conception of the Virgin Mary, ot betwixt 
Molina and 7 anſeniſt, : How many dcbutes have been at the Court 
of Rome about theſe thiags, and yet the diſſentions are as wide as 
ever. Themſelves therefore muſt confel5.,; that the continuance of 
debates doth not always reflect upon the Rule of Faith, but often 
flaw from mens — or pre judicate Opinions. 

Towards the cloſe of that page he cites a paſſage from Tertullian, 
lib. de preſcript. which ſounds very harſhly , That in diſputing ont of 
Texts of Scripture there it no good got , but either to make « man fick,, 
or mad. What if I ſhould do as Bell. lib. 1. de Chrifto cap. g. lis. 4. 
de Pontife cap. 8. and lib. 1. de Beat. Sand. cap, 5, who t̃ejects Ter- 
twllian; teftunony, when it makes againſt him, as of an Heretick and 
Montanift ? yet 1 will not be ſo brisk. That Golden Book of Pre- 
(criptioas was written by him, befbre he turned Mont rtf : And as 
Davenant lays, de Jud. contreverſ. cap. 8. tot noſter eft , is wholly tor 
us ſor in it he overturns the Foundation of Popiſh unwritten Tra- 
ditions z namely, that though the Apoſlles preache i unto all, things 
that ate neceſſary to be beligved , y. t there were ſome ſecret myſte · 
ries which they delivered only to ſome that were more perfe. 
This Tenet now owned by Papiſts : Tertullias charges upon Herc- 
ticks, cap. 2 5 Confitentur Apojtolos nibil ignoraſſe, nec diverſs inter ſe 
predicaſſe, ſel non omni vu illis omnibus revelaſſe, quæd am palam 
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& wuiverſir, quedam ſecreto & paxcit demandaſſe : And in confutati- 
on of them, cap. 27. he ſubjoyns , Ineredibile eft vel ignoraſſe Apſto- 
lor plenitudinem predicationis, vel non omnem ordinem_Þegu'/e omnibus 
edidiſſe. Il you then ask what meant Tertullian by the. wordr cited in 
the Objeflion : Anſw. He is ſpeaking of Hereticks, who. cither .did 
reject the Scriptures , or did mutilate and corrupt them, or did re- 
cur to unwritten Traditions and therefore immediately after the 
words cited by the Pamphleter , Tertullian adds, cap - 17. Its He- 
reſis non recipit qua ſd am Scripturs) „& f recipit adjedlionibus & 
detralli mibus at difpeſutionem inftitmti ſui invertiz- I conteſs there is 
little profit in arguiog againſtſuch from Scripture : We do not ar- 
. gue from Scriptureagainſt lofidels, who deny Scripture. Tertullian 
therefore is ſpeaking of ſuch Hereticks, who arc not to be admitted 
to Diſputat ion, which lib. 1. cont. Marcion. cap. 1+ he calls Retratts; 
tut, but with whom preſcription is. to be uſed : Naw Preſcription 
ſignifies a Legal Exception, whereby an Adverſary is kept off from 
Litir conteftation. Had Tertullian univerſaky condemned arguing. a- 
gainſt Hereticks from Scripture as folly and . madne(s , he had con- 
victed himfclf of this evi!, who argues ſo frequently from Scripture : 
Yea, lib. de carne Chrifti cap. 7. he is ſo petemptory as to lay, Nox re- 
cipio quod extra Scripturam 4 two infers; and lib. de Reſur. car nit 
cap · 3. Anfer Hereticis que cum Etbnicis ſapiunt ut de Scriptaeris ſolis 
queſtiones ſmar jtatuant & fare non 7 Well might Tertullian, 
who lived a little after the Apoſtles, Appeal to the inc of Apo- 
ſtolick Churches, the Doctrine having been till that time preſcrved 
pure in them: But now the caſe is greatly altered, after the ſucceſ- 
tion of ſo many Ages, all theſe Apoftolick Churches have been ſtained 
with Errours, by the acknow!e3gment of the Roman, cxcept her 
ſelf, and others are ready to aſſitm no leſs of her, arid perhaps up- 
on as ſolid ground : Yet when Tertullian appeals to Apoſtolick Chur- 
ches, he enumce rates cap. 36 · the Churches of Corinth, Philippi, Tbeſ- 
ſalonica and Epbaſus, no leſs than the Roman; fo that LES no 

more Authority to her, than to others. 
* Liſtly, page $5. after he had repeated what had been examined in 
the former Section, that Religion was before Scripture : He asks , if 
Proteſtants be aſſured by Scriptures of what ti ey believe, wby may not 
eRomanitts alſo, ſceing they likewiſe read Scripture, pray, and con er 
Places; are mire numerous, acute, learned, want Winer, work Miracles, 
and convert Nations. Here be very big words, Seſqui pedalia verbs : 
But may not 1 tixtt ule. retortign thus; Arc. Romauilty perſwaded 
from 
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from Fathers, Councils, or Traditions, of what they believe? Why 
then may not Proteſtants , who read Fathers and Councils as well as 
they, and ſearch after thoſe things which are conveyed by Uaiver - 
fl Tradition; and | hope Proteine are not contemptible , either 
for number or learning (though we do not reſtrict the Catholick 
Church to thoſe who go under the denomination uf Proteftants )) 
and be ſides, our Doctrinal principles have an eminent tendency to 
Holineſs. May not 7anſenift and Dominicans ſay, they ſubmit their 
D-drine to aa infallible judge, as well as Jeſvits ; that they read and 
coolider the Bulls and Definitions of Popes as well as Jeſuits? why then 
ſhould not they be as capable to find the true ſenſe of theſe Bulls and 
Defini ions as Jeſuits? Yea, might not Heathens have uſed this Argu- 
ment againſt the Ancieut Apoltolick Churches, for the number of 
Heathens were greater, and their Learning uot inferiour , nor want- 
ed they pretended Miracles? Doth not this retorfioa difcover the 
frothine(s of theſe Topical Rhetorications ? But ſecondly, theſe vain 
Clamours may be ſufficiently confuted with that word of our Savi- 
our , Maith. 11. 25+ and that of the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. 1. 20. Where is 
the Wiſe? Where is the Scribe / Where is the Diſputer of this Warld ? 
Hath not God made fooliſh the wiſdom of this World ? And ver. 26,7 
Te ſee your Calling Brethren, bow that not many wiſe men, &c. Is 
there auy Society in the World, among whom there be more politick 
carnal intereſis to byaſs the judgments vf men, than in the Romiſh 
Church ? Are there not many ſecular advantages to cotice men of 
acute puts to improve their faculties to ſupport the Papacy ? Are 
not Romaniſts alſo armed with Power to territe and aftright thoſe 
that would whiſper againſt them? What ſeverities have been exerci- 
ſed by their Inquiſition to keep up their intereſt ? Hath not Popiſh 
Rome cxcceded Heatheniſh Rome in her Cruelty. 
Nig tale immanes nnquam geſſiſſe foruntar 

Mel Schinis ijtbmiace pinus, vel rupe profunds 
ciron, vel Phalaris tauro, vel carcere Sylla? 
a tes Diomedis equi, Buſiridiſ are 
Clementes, tu Cinna Pins, tu Spartace lenis 
Romani Collatus eris. 

Are they not addehted to Proteſtants for much of their L-arning ? 
What — ignorance did cover the World till the Retormation? 
Though Romiſh Prieſts have not Wives, yet want they Concubines, 
Nephews, or Nicces ? What differ their pretended Miracles trom the 
lying Signs and Wonders ſpoken of 2 Thef: 2. 9. Are they at pains 

2 to 


r The Kc. 
to Preſeſ te others? Did not the Phariſter ſo? Yet I ſhould be loath 
to blame their Teal in that, if they were not more zealous for the 
Rotuiſh latereſt, than for the common rus of Chriſtianity. But 
is it not evident that they have ahuſed the Warid by Romantick Ficti- 
ons, W of cur racy = {ng time, that one —_—_ 
may ,frice of the marvellous Hiſtory ot the C i „hie 
had 4 from en excellent and learned — D. 7 
Gorden, M. U. a Sonof the Renowned Family ot Stralowgh, who al 
a in regard of my unskilfulacs ig the French Tongue, was at the. 
pains todraw up an Epitome of, the (aid Hiftory in Englith out of 
the Fæneh. This Hiſtyry paſſes ſo current in{taly and France, that it 
is tranſlated from the Italian Tongue to the French by the Prince de 
Ferme, and isapproved by Doctors of the Facultyot Laris 3 F. Iver 
Pinford, and F. Charles Thebanlt : And the v ondertul Con vet lions 
by the C,pucin have b<cn objccted to Proteſtamt Gentlemen eravelling 
in Italy as ſome of themſclves have related, not only tone, but 
alſo to others. I ſhall not trouble the Reader with all the ludibtious 
Fictions concernivg that Capzcin , as that he was the Son of Count 


75 of Torrie and Alon imusk, or concerning the deſcription 
ot 


Monimurk,, as a great City, cc. I only notice that there-its rela» 
ted, that this Capucin ſheuld. have converted 4000 to the Rowith 

aith, betwixt Monimurk and Aberdene: Ii their 1005c0 converted 
in Chins, and the Indies, be like the 4 000 converted at Aberdene and 
Monimusk, they may be Inhabitants ſor Sir Thomas  More's Urepis : 
Let the Inhabitants of Aberdene judge by this notorious untruth 
what Faith is to be given to Romiſh, Legends. This brings to my 
miad a paſſage of the Author pf} the Hiſſory of Cardinals, Pert. 1. 
M2: 94-5 1. Upon the day (ſaith he) rbat ir dedicated es S. Francis 

averius, inthe preſence of four, or five Cardinals, and in Rome it 
ſelf, I beard a Jeſuit preach in the praiſe / that Saint among the 
reſt of bis Elogies, this was ont, that be bad baptizid\a million, and a 
Hu 1dred and eight thouſand Souls in the Indies But, faith the Author, 
I am of opinion he ſcarce baptized amy and my resfon it, becauſe at 
this time there is not one hundred thouſand Chriſtians in all the Indics : 
So that had it been true that Xaver ius had baptixed fo many, the num 
ber would have been encreaſed, eſpecially the way having been pen, ſince 
that time, to the Spaniard, Portugal, Koglith,, Hallaader , aud all 
Chriſtians whatſoever ; By which it may be evident , that the more 
ptudent among themſelves are ſenſible how they cheat the World 
with Romances, But to (hut up this Chapter, if Romaniſts have 


more 
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me knowledge of the Scriptures than we, why are they ſo afraid 
to have Controverſies decided by Scripture ? Why ſuffer they not 
their people to uſe the Scripture / Were it but for the indignitics 
which they put upon the holy Scripture, and for ſetting up a Pope 
as Head of the Catholick Church, and his Dc tinitions as the Rule of 
faith, is it not juſt wich God to give them up to ſtrong delulions 
to believe lyts⸗ | 
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CAP. IV. 
A Diſcourſe of Fundamentals , with ſome Re flect ions on the 


Contradidions, Impertinencies, and Falſhoods of the Ro- 
wiſh Pamphleter in his Sect. 5. 


He Pamphlcter in the inſcription of his Set. 5. pag · 83. 
infinuates , that the Fundamentals of Reli im are clearly - 


revealed in Scripture; yet pag+ og, and 109. he diſputes 

with all rhe force he can, that there be Fundament al not at 
all contained in Scripture : So skilled is he in contradiQting him- 
ſelf. 

There is nothing which ſtartles Modern Romaniſts more, than the 
diſtinction of Fundamentals and non-Fundamentals , or Eſſentials 
and Integrals in Religion: Nor can Iſee any other reaſon, but be- 
cadſe the diſtinction, when its clearly penetrated, and well improved, 
doth diſcover the Schiſmatical and imperious uſurpation of the 
Church of Rome, and contributcs excecdingly to the clearing of the 
Unity of the Catholick Church , notwithſtanding of the differences 
that may be among particular Churches; whereas the Church ot 
Rome, like that Gyant Procruſter, would be excluding all from the 
Cathotick Church, who do nut in all things come up to her mea- 
ſure : 1 hope therefore, it may be of ſome uſe; to unſold a little of 
the nature of this diſtinction. 

But firſt I muſt take ſome notice of an invidious repreſentation of 
the diviſions ut Proteſtants, concerning the number ef Fundamen+ 
tals, made by the Pamphleter pag. $4. Some , ſays he, ſuppoſe them to 
be contained in the Creed, ſome in the Decalogue,, ſome in the Lords 
Prayer, ſome in all joyntly; ſome to theſe add the Sacraments, Had 
he looked homeward, he might have found that which would have 
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made him lay his hand on his mouth: Can they agree among them 
ſelves , how many Articles are neceſſary , neceſſitate medii, to be ex- 
plicitly believed ?. Do they not altercate among themſelves, whether 
now in the dayes of the Goſpel , it be neceſſary, to believe the Tri- 
nity, and the Myſtery of the Incarnation? Is not the negative main- 
tained by Medina, Vega Zumel, Suarez, Turri in, Hurtado, Lore 2, all 
whom Lage both cites and follows Trad. de fide, diſp. 1 2. Sec. 4· Ni. 
although they be contradicted by Melebi r Conner, Ledeſma,Caſtro, Ban- 
vex, &c. as the ame Lage acknowledgeth, N. $$. Do they not diſ- 
pute among themſelves, if it be neceflary to believe any thing cxpli- 
citcly ? Does not Axer Tom. 1. Inftit, M. ral. lib. g. cap- 6. qu. 1. bring 
in Directo and R-ſſel maintaining, that its enough to believe what the 
Church believes, thoughexplicitely nothing in particular be belicved? 
Yet herein alſo they are contradicted by Sylviat, Navarr. and Azor.xs 
himſelf, Can the Pamphleter give an inventory of all, that their 
Church hath ſo impoſed under pain of Anathema's, as to make Fun- 
damentals to her Diſciple,? How then have theſe men a tace, tochak 
lenge others of their diviſions, about the number of Fundamentals ? 
Had th: Pamphleter conſidered the diſtinction betwixt credends, fa- 
cienda, petenda, he would have ſeen theſe ſorementioned ſeeming dit- 
hculties among Proteſtants were not ſo hard tobe reconciled, It one 
ſaid th: Creed contains ſummum credendorum, the Decalogue, facien- 
dorum, and the Lords Prayer, petendorum, It ſome have reduced the 
Sacrameu:s to an Article of the Creed, inter credends, others to a 
Precept of the D.calogue inter ſacienda, the contrariety is not ſo great 
as the Pamphleter would inſinuate. Neither do all.Perſons take. the 
word Faudamental in the ſame reſtriftive ſenſe, Hence Parexs in 
Irenico cp. 29. afterhe had branched forth the Fundamentals into 
tour heads, the D:calogue, the Creed, Lords Prayer, and Sacraments, 
lubjoyns in his ipfir tamen ＋ ibes, ciſe imen aliquad eſſe poſſe liben- 
ter eti am conceſſerimus, nam alia aliis mags vel minus ad ſalutem ſunt 
MIO} ATT, 

15 reduce the Pamphleters diſorderly diſcourſe of Fundamentals 
into ſome method, | ſhall briefly enquire into thele eight things. 
1. Whether there be ground tor the diſſinction of Furdamentals, 
cr Non Fundainentals , or of Eſſ-otials and Integrals in Religion ? 
2- Whether all Fundamcutals be clearly contained in Scripiure ? 
3+ Whether every ag which the Church impoles to be belic ved as 
an Article ot: Faith, bæco: nc on that very account a Fundamental ? 
4+ Whether ther: was a necclli:y of determining the preciſe num- 
ber 


Of Fandamentdls. 143 
ber of Fundatnentals , for deciſion of the controverſie b:twixt Mr, 
Dempſter and the Author ? 5, Whether the Popiſh Religion be inju · 
rious to the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity 7 6, Whether the Valdeu- 
ſex, Wicklevifts, and Huſſite were of the ſame Religion as to Fun- 
damentals with Proteſtants? 7. Whether do the Greek Churches 
agree with Proteſtants as to Fundamentals, 8. Whether the Re- 
ligion of Proteſtants be openly againſt-Gods Word , and contrary 
to the Fundamentals of Chiiftianity , as the Pamphleter does ale 
ledge ꝰ 


SC , 4 J. 


bet her there be ground fey the diſtincliom of Fundamentals and Non · 
Fundamentals, or Eſſentials and Integrals in Religion. 


Hat there be no logomachy concerning the ſibje& of the preſent 

> Diſpute, I ſhall ſeek no other deſcription of a Fundamental 
Verity in Religion, than that which the Pamphletir gives page 90» 
It is, faith he, either that which maker ur believe all the reſt, or with · 
out the expreſs knowledge-and beliefe thereof, none can be ſaved. Now 
this being the notion of Fundamental Truth, 1conceive it cannot be 
aſſerted rationally, that all Truths of the Chriftian Religion are Fun- 
damental. If by Fundamental be underſtood, that for which othcr 
Articles are to be believed, then ſure we muſt ſuppoſe, there be other 
particulars which are believed for that. As there is a formal Object 
and Rule of Faith, ſo there are diſtin material Objects of Faith. 1f 
therefore a Fundamental and the formal Objc& vr Rule of Faith, 
which is the reaſon for which the reſt are belicved , be one «nd the 
ſame, then as many material Objects as there be in Chrittianity, 
there be as many Non-Fundamentals. N you take a Fundamental 
for that, without the explicite belief whereof none can be faved, 1 
am ſure likewiſe, there be many Non-Fundamentals in Religion. 
Elſe the Romiſh im plicite Colliar, and all who walk in his Footſteps, 
as do the plurality of their Communion, muſt be damwed eterr ally. 
IH all Truths of the Chriſtian Religion were of abſolute necellity to 
Salvation, and Fundamentals, what meant the A; cftle 1 Cor. 3.1 1,1 2+ 
to diſtinguiſh bet wixt the Foundation, and Gold, Silver, and Preci- 
ous Stones built thereupon ? There be then precious Truths built 
upon the Foundation, which yet are not the Foundation. Or what 
meant the Authog to the Hebrewes caps G. v. 1+ by that foundation 
ot 


144 F Fundamental. 
ot Repentancefrom dead Works, and of Faith foward-God, When 
he is quickening them to purſue after other Truths? If all Arti- 
cles of Faith be Fundamental, and the explicite belief thereof abſo- 
lately neccflary to Salvation, than who ever did live or dic in any 
errot of. Religion were damned eternally. What then ſhould become 
of the believing multitude of whom Grid S. Auſtin lib. coxt- Epiſh. 
Fund am. cap, 4+ Turbam noxintelligend; vivacitas ſed credendi fimpli- 
citas tutiſimam facit, and ſo may be obnexivus to many Fours in 
Religion. But what ſpeak I of the Multitude? What did become 
of all the Fathers, who were leavened with the Millenary error, - of 
whom an account may be received trom Sixtut Senenfic lib. 5. Bibl. 
annor- 233+ and lib. 6. ann2t. 347. or of the Fath:rs who denyed 
that the Souls of Juſt men ate admitted to the beatifique Vilidhn be» 
fore the day of Judgement, of whom a Liſt may be had from Sexexfis 
lib. 6. Bibl. Annot. 345 · What did become ot Tertullian, Cyplian, 
Firmilian, Deny s of Alrxandria , who maintained rebaptization? 
What became of Anftine, Innocent the 1, and others, Who, as MA. 
donat witneſlcs in Jahn 6. 53. affirmed the Euchariſt was nec. flary tu 
the ſalvation of Infants? Were all theſe Fathers damned eternally ? 
Surely either the points about which they crred were not Fundamen · 
tal, or theſe Errors have damned the Fathers of the Church eternal- 
ly. Do ne not know but in part, 1 Cor. 13. 9. Woo can waterftand 
bis Errors, Pla). 19. 12+ It every Exror did plunge men into Danze 
nation, who then could be ſaved. 

I know the ordinary reply, That the Church then had not explicitely 
declared againſt theſe Errors, and therefore though the Errors conc:rning 
the Millenium, the excluſion of $ aints from 1be Beatifique Vifion, Rebap- 
ization}, the neceſſity of the Euchariſt, be Herefies now, in regard of 
of the diclaration of the Charch, yet were not in be dayes of the Fathers. 
This ſuppoſes another abſurd Error, which I hope Sec. 3, to con- 
fate, vize 7 hat the declaration of the Church makgs points to be Funda · 
mental, and conſequently , the baſis tallfag, the duperſtructure can- 
not ſtand, At preient I onely argue thus, if theſe points b. Funda- 
mental now, which were not in the daycs of the Fathers, than 
the Chriltian Religion is not the fame now which it was, nor make 
we up one Catholick Church with them, Their Religion and ours 
dim t ng in EKſſentials. It the Roman Church be that Catholique 
Church whoſe declaration makes Articles Fundamental, did not the 
aud Stephen the Biſhop of Reme declare explicitcly againlt S. Cyprian 
in ihe point of Rebaptization 7 It ſhoald therctorc tollow that St. 

Cyprian, 
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Cyprian, and the reſt who joyned with him had erred Fundamen- 
tally, Yet the Catholick Church holds them for Saints, for Firms- 
lien is Sainted ia the Calendary of the Greek Church, and Cyprian 
m the Diptychs both of the Eiftern and Weſtern Church: And 
therefore theſe errours, notwithſtanding of the Church of Romer 
Declaration , were not — It's a — ＋ of 

lib. 4. de Pom. cap. 7. to lay, that Pope Stephen thou wit- 
— his diſlike with Cyprians Opining of — , yet ne- 
ver declared it an errour contrary to Faith: How then did Stephen 
not only threaten them who perſiſted in it wich Excommanica'ton, 
as Bell. does confeſs, but alſo actually feclude from his Communons 
on the (ame account, Firmilian wr 4. Ceſare in Cappadocia, ard 
many other Aſiatick Biſhops, as teſtitn; Denys cf Alexaxdris in Ex- 
ſeb. lib. 7. or how did he call Cyprian himſcli Pſeudo Chriftaw, 
T ſcado Ap 


el: 

Motors, e operarium., a falle Chriſt, C lie Apoſlle. and 
decritſul worker , as Firmilien records in Epift. ad Cyp · which is the 
75 among Cypri ans Epiſtles / or how did Cyprian Epiſt- 74+ 4d Pom» 
priam accule Stephen , as taking the defenct of H-rcticks againit the 
Church of God, had not the matter in controverſic betwixe them 
been looked on as an Article of Faith? Oaght not Romaniſts at leaſt 
give the worldTatc Characteriſlicks, by which to know when the 
Biſhops of K ome define a point to be an Article of Faith, unleſs they 
deſign to hold all in ſuſpence, that they may improve<heic Delphick, 
Oracles as definitions of Faith, or atherwiſe as th:y Hud · their inte- 
rell require» But as to Cyprian, however he did crr in the matter of 
Kebaptization ,- yet he well perceived ah not tobe Fundamen- 


tal, but ſuch as go d men may differ in, ſalve paci / & e meordie vin” 
eulo , as he expreſſes hiemſelſ Epiſt. v 2. ad Stepbanum : And therefore 
adds, qua in re nec nos vim euiquam ſacimm i aut ſegem dammr. And or 
this hit moderation he is commended by S. Auguſtine, Ep. 43. and 
by S. Hier»me in Dial. adverſur Lucifer, though they were of a contra» 
ry perſwaſion in the thing. Excellentiy (id Awftin lib. 1. cont. Ju- 
lian. cap. 6» Alia ſunt in quibas inter ſe etiam d Aiſimi, atque ptimi 
regula Catholice deſenſ-res, ſalva fidei comp igt non conſinant , & alins 
alio de una re melins aliquid dicit & verins , bie autem unde nunc i- 

wu, ad ipſa pertinet fidei ſuadamint 1. 
Perhaps a Romaniſt may tun to that ſichterfuge of the V4'enburgii 
 examin- princip. fides exam 3. Set. 8. That therefore they w bel4 
theſe errours, were of the ſame Relivion with them w #19 belieas the 
eonmrary, becauſe though they differ in the matcrial bier of their 
* Faith, 


n 
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ever God propoſes, whether by 


e Pamphleter made ſome Eſſays to this purpoſe by ſome broken 
ſhreds ot Antiquity in his Seit. 3. which we have examined cap. 2. 
and ſhewed that they make nothing for his purpoſe. Nay, the Anci- 
die 5 is we dave cvĩcted cap. 3+ hold, that the Scriptures were 
the Rule of Faith, and the ratio formalis eredendi (ſot in this matter 
they ſeem to be taken for one) conſequently they differing from 
Romanitts\.in the Rule of Faith, were.not of the (ame Religion with 
them. Secondly, it is as notorious a falſhood, that Roman iſts before 
and uſter the Counciſ of Trent , are agreed upon the ſame ratio for» 
mali credends , or the ſame Rule of Faith, Did I not ſhew the di- 
venlities of Opinions among themſelves touching this thing, in the 
* the queſtion concerning the Rule of Faith ? If this be the 
prevalent Doctrine of the Romiſh. Church which this Pamphleter 
holds out, that the defigition of an Infallible Jadge is the principal 
Rule of Faith, affuredly there were eminent perſons in the Romiſh 
Church of another perſwaſion before the Council of Tren namely, 
choſe & ho maintained that Pope and Council were fallible , ſuch as 
Occam, Panormitan, Petras de. Alliaea, Antoninut, Cardinal Cuſan, Ni- 
*culmms lemanges, of whom I gave an account c. 2+ Sel. 2. Yea, 

nor cn Romanitts, to this day, agree among themſclves concerning 
the Rule of Faith , ſome holding Oral Tradition, ſome the detiniti- 
on of » G neral Council, and others the definition of a Pope to be 
, thovgh to hide their differences from ſimple ones, they endeavour 
to wrap-up all, in lone general terms, ſuch as the Propotition ot the 
Church: 


ash he cavil 3+ 
be l , that In regard of the material objeft,,. ar 
thing to be belirved , ſome points are Fund amen: als, others ner that, is, 
ſome [paints are to be believed explicitly and diflinifly, others nes, Con- 
{quently its not « ſafficient reaſon to ſay, ſuch held one ratio formatis 
credendi , therefore were of the ſame Religion, eſpecially when its 
confeſſed there be material oby &s which arc of neceſſity to ſalvation 
tobe believed by the one, which were not by the other. -Fourthly, 
the true teaſon therefore why the Fathers, notwithitanding their ex- 
ours, were not heretical, but of the ſame Religion with us, -becauſe 
their ertours were only againſt integrals of Religion, but not _againk 
fundamentals, neither did they pertifiacioafly maintain them, but 
were Willing to have renounced them, had they been convinced that 
they were contrary to the Scripture, which to them was the Rule ot 
Faith, as well as to us: So that to them might have been ſaid, as 
Aut is to Vincentines Viclor, lib, 3. de orig. anime cap. 15. Ide animus 
ien in didlis per iguor ami am non C inbolitu, ig eſt correclioniſ pra- 
medutatione Corbolicws , a Soul maintaining errours contraty to Ca» 
tholick Doctrine, yet willing to ſubrnit upon conviction, apon that 
virtual eepentance or premeditation of 2 to ule S. Auſtins 
word, is truly Catholick, namely; when the Etrours ſtrike not at the 
Foundation, as the ſame Father ſpoke in the forecited teſtimony, 
. x ra Julian. cap. 6» | 
Againſt this cbe P er ob, ellipagy 9 2, 93+ Fatbers, F. A- 
thanafius in bis Creed, J. Hierome lib. 3. e · Ruffin, Nxumen watt. 
& figt, S. Ball" im Thedd. lib. 3. Hit, cap. 6+ and Tertull. lib. de pre- 
fan. av:if all bed held that an errour in Faith w uld damn 's 
— 


int of Faith to be Fundamental. He 
to eee , for Theod. 


lib. 4. bift. «aps 6, makes no mention at all of S. Baſil, but only te- 
lates the Ordination of S. Ambroſe, But to pals this eſcape, I anſwer, 
that Fathers indeed held an er tour in Fundamentals of Faith to damn 
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a Soul, but not one in integrals , eſpecially when it maintained) 
— mop That Fathers admitted ſuch a diſuinction in 
points of Faith, ay be apparent, becauſe they did accuſe one auo- 
ther, ſorfictiunes of crrours in Religion, as S. Cyprian was accuſcd- 
by the Biſhops of Rome, for maintaining R:baptization as an errour 
in Religion, and yet him che Catholick Church ever held ſor- a 
Saint and Martyr. S. Auftin lib. 3. de. orig anime caps 1 5e charges 
Vid with eleven errouts contrary to the Catholick Faith, yet had 
ſo much charity to him, that he ſaid , Abſit ut arbitreris te bee op- 
* wands d Catholics fide rte ſiſſe, quamvii ea fidei adverſs ſunt Catho- 
" lice; therefore they held not every point of Faith Fundamental. 
The ſevere ſentence pronouncedip the Atbanaſiin C reed (which yet 
I muſt advertiſe the Pamphleter ; to be doubted whether it were 
drawn by the Great Athanaſms) is only againit thoſe who deny any 
Article of that Creed. Now Creeds of the Ancient Church are ſup» 
poſed by Judicious D vines to contain Fundamentals, as contra-di» 
ingui from integrals: That of Nazianzen trot. de fide O- 
r. 49. telates to Arrians, again whom he there dilputes » who 
certainly erred fundamentally , at. whom alſo S. Hierom Apol- 3. con» 
wa tems to hint for their denying the $uo451073 and the 
himſelf grants that Tertull. is ſpeakiag againſt Valenti» 
, whom all know to have erred fundamentally : fo that from 
none of - theſe teſtimonies can any thing be inferred againit- this di- 
ſlinctiou ; yet Treely grant, 442 to an integral 
ol Faith may aſſo damn a ſoul, namely, hen it is jayued with per- 
ane but then it is not the ſimple not believing of the truth 
which condemns the min, but his pertinacy, 
Bu, lays — Pamphletcr, «be Engliſh Church Excommunicates them 
 whobold any thing contrary 40 the 39 Articles 1 bold all ube 
en * _——y 
Arſow. ls it not more ſife to judge of the thoughts of the Enghſh 
Church, concerning the 39 Articles, by the writings of eminent Di- 
vibes in that Charch approved by the Church of Eugland , then by 
the topical diſcourſes ot a nameleſs Romanut, Now Learace Stil- 
line flecz in his Vindioation of the B hop of Canterbury againſt T. C. 
Part. 1+ p. 2+ Sed. 6. lays, that the Ehurgh, of England never 4 
the ſubſcription of the 39 Articly, as being all Fundamentals of Faith; 
and tor this alſo cies luculeut teftimgnics of Biſhop Brambail , Pri- 
mate of Ireland : She e:commupicates them far their pertinacy, and 
fv heir breaking of the Peace of theChurch, not that ſhe ſuppoſes alem 
all -. 
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at tals of Religion. To the like parpoſe ſpeaks D. Fern in his 
—— D. Champuys We erlag (faith he) that be who 
ſhall: pertinacicuſly and turbulently ſpeak, and teach ag rinſt the Doltrine 
of the Church, in points of leſt moment, may deſerve ts be Anathemati- 
20d, er put c. the Chureld ;, for fuch « one, though be deny not the 
Faith, 4 breach of row 4 wherety be goes 1461 of #be 
Church, eint which be ſo ſcus bimſelf. What the Pimphlcter cites 
of the Arbenian Laws, favours of Draco's ſeverity , who wrote all 
his SanQtions in blood , and made every treſpaſs Capital., a fit Pruſi 
dent for the ſanguinary proceedings of the Romiſh Ir quiſition. Je- 
— 2+ conte Appion. doth only ſay, that tbe puniſhment allotted . 
the Vieddaters of the Jewiſh Law, for moſt part, was death. It this 
Romaniſt be ſalbloody, that he would have the Goſpel Church in this 
to Jadaize, his prepoſtercus Zeal deſerves ſuch a rebuke as thoſe who 
— ———ͤ— Heaven on the Sa 
maritans, Lacke 9+5 4.5 5, Avfor the angry expreſſions of Luther agai 
them be call 4 Sacramentariang y it's = xr ah & was 24 2 
Elias, Fom- 5+ 17. that he was 2 man lubjecb to the. like. 
with others: Yet that Lauber before his death was-convii 
truth of our Doctrine concerning 


of the 


very Book of Scrip · 
ture, ſhall de fadlo be damned, if otherwiſe" picur-and penitent , and 
ready toachnewledge the Divine Authority thereof; were they ſa- 
tis bed im their Conlciences theteannent. Do Romaniſts conclude their 
ſamous Cardinal Cajct au a damned Heretick, who queftibned the Ca- 
nonical Authority of ſundry parts of Scripture-? 

To conclude this SeQion, E-. M. abe Author of Proteſtaney without - 
Principles, that is Edward Worſley, an Enzliſh Jcfuit at Antwerp, diſ- 
coſt 3+ caps 4+ Oc. hath much ipongious talk to confute the Prote» 

diſtiact on of Fundamentals and Non Fundamentals, as unten - 
fawable, and falie. I ſhould but beat the Air to examine all. Himſelf 
comprizes the ſubſtance of what he has ſaid in this one argument 3 
Exery revealed Article is aſſerted by an Infinite Verity; bur an Infinite 
* Ferity., 


via. 

0 

ivocate ) that there is an equal neceſſity 

every one of them to the eternal ſalvation of fouls. This conſequent, 
I'deny , becauſe though all revealed Articles be revealed by an inf» 
nite Vetity, and with an infinite certainty, yet not with cqual per- 
ſpicuity , and ſo are not with equal facility penetrable by our weak 


ſame (evere Sanctions, nor put under the G@me-infeparable connexi- 
on with the ſalvation of ſouls. That it is ſo, may cafily be evinced 
againſt any Romaniſt that will but hearken to his own reaſon; For it 
cannot be denicd,.that there be ſome Articles of Religion, without 
the explicite belief whereof, no adult rational perſon that hath the 
ſenſe of reaſon ( for I abſtract from the caſes of Infants, deaf, and 
mad · men) can be ſaved, as that there is a God, or immortal Soul, 
at leaſt Diredle and Ryſſello thernſelves will require the explicit belief 
— Popiſh fun ee 2 —— what —— — 
which according to 5 ao 216 Verity, But it is ut clear 
there be other revealed Articles. without the explicit bebe where \ 
of adult rational r (ome caſes be ſaved; Yea 
Jeſuit Azorius Part. 1. Maral. lib. g. caps G. conſeſſes a man may be (a- 
ved without the explicit belief of the Trinity, and that he may have 
blaſphemiouſly gr ceptiogs| of God without Herelie , as that 
hath corporeal — Dp that Cod the Father is 
greater in power, and maze Ancient than God the gomt And he 
that cheſe ar conceptions of Cod may not only be without Here · 
ſie, but alſo without ſin, providing their Darling Principle of bo- 
„ th:ir Church believes be acquieſced unto: ——— 
plicit belief of all revealed Verities is not impoſed- with the ſame 
levere Sanction, nor put under the ſame inſeparable — 
tne 
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in them ſelves considered, pet if a man know them 
M- rr 
mind, the meatieſt uo leſt than the higheſt 3 
and if in that caſt he ſhoald misbelieve any of the leaſt of them, he 
would err fundamentally, becauſe he would explicitly deny the in 
finite Divine Verity, And this is all which Jeſuit Worſley: arguments 
do prove, which is not the thing controvetted concerning Funda- 
mental. That which we affirm is, that ſore Truths ate ſo pro» 

ounded by the infinite Verity, that men are bound to believe them 3 
yet if either through the weaknef;, of their underſtandings, prejudices 
of education, or other ſuch hke impediments, they do not diſcern 
them to be revealed, they may through mercy be ſaved, provided 
they have a ſincete willingneſs to believe every Article which they 
kgow to be revealed by the infinite Verity, and do unteignedly te- 
pent, not only of their known fins, but allo de occa/tis of their ſe- 
cret and unknown crrours; Excellently ſaid (aid S. Auſt in, Epi · 162 
Qi ſententiam ſuam, quamvis faiſam atque perverſam nu 14 pertina” 
ci animaſit ate defendunt , preſertim quam nou audecia preſumprionis 
ſue perpererunt , ſed4 ſeduilis 22 in errarem lapſiſ parentibus ac 
teperant , querunt autem canta ſalicitudine veritatem , corrigi parais 
quam inv enerint, nequaquan ſunt berttici deput andi. I (ball ſhut up 
all with the Royal t y of our molt Serene, Learned and paciſick 
King James 6. in his Anſwer to Cardinal Peryous Epiſtle, That the 
number of things necef ary to ſalvaticn ir nut very great, and that there 
was Ho mor expedite way to 2 „ben diligently to ſeparate nectſſa- 
ries from not nectſſaries 3 and ibat it's the duty of all, who are ſiudions 
of peace , for leſſening of Controverfier which exerciſe Gods Church meſt - 
diligently to explicate, urge, aud teach this diſtinclion. 


SECT. IL. 


Whether do the Scriptures contain clearly all the Fitndamen- 
tals of Faun. , 


Roteſiants maintain the afhrmative , The Pampbleter , pag. 99, 
and 10. with his Complices, deny 1bat Scriptures contain all, far 

"fs that thy do it clearly : & Bell. libs . de verb. Dei cap» 344+ Gord 1 
ot Partly, controv. . de verb» Dei cap. 27. Oe, Valentia lib, 5. de A+ 

ny na 
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' 1 5 Cofter Eaxchbirid. lib. 2. e 5 F. Valenburg. - 
—— Sed. F. N. 6. Or. Let GT ſay that Scripture 
contains all Fundamentals clearly, we mean not, that they ace there 
in ſo many word; , but that if they be not exprely ſet dom in 
Scripture , theyare atleaft by firm conſequence deducible from it. 
if Scriptures do not contain all things neceſſary to fa vation, and 
that clearly, then ſome inftance of a u ceſſiiy truth ought to be gi» 
ven, which is not clearly contained in Holy Writ, and Evidence 
to be brought of the nect ſlity cthercot to ſalvation ? I appeal 
therefore all che Romaniſts in the world to give me one inſtance of - 
this kind , bic Rbother, hie ſulrxr. The uſual inſtances 2 by 
Bell, and other Romanijſts, have been cxamined and confuted often by 
Whittaker, Chamier D. Strange, & c. I not Scripture able to makg u 
wiſe ume Salvaciony 2 Tim, 3. 15. Were they not written for this 
end, Jeb. 20. 3. that we might believe, and believing bave et exlaſl ing 
life? How could this be, it they did not contain all that's neceſſaty 
to ſalvat ion ? Is there not an Anatbims pronounced on him who 
teaches an Article of Faith, beſides What is in the Sctiptares, Gal. 
1. S. not xa , but ii? Did not Tertalliex adore the plenitude 
of the Scriptures? Did he not thunder out a woe agaiult Herwoge + 
nes? Si nen iſt —— ti meat ve illui adjicientibus aut ditrabex- 
tiba / deflinatume Did not the Apoſilcs teach all neceſſary truths, and 
as S. Irenexs witneſſes , lib. 3. cap- 1. after they had preached it, 
they did commit it to writing 3” where Ad he calls the Scripture, 
Fund amentum & columnam fidei : And Lib. 4. cap, 66. read 
(lays he) the Prophets and 4poſtics, and ye ſhall find, UVniverſam 
ationem, emnemn — 1 omnem Þ afft D-mini- How pe- 
renptory is S. Arbancfint dÞ Iucaruatione Chritt cit. Pariſ. Anno 
1637. p47. 621-4 of ifta aft e im nadeſſic vicordia, ana Tis 
dusveiet wt I, gue ſcripta a ſunt? He holds it not only at- 
troutcdn<ls, but maduc i co (peck of Articles of R:Fgion without 
Scripturcs What think you vt Theop vilus Alexandrinus in 2 Epiſt. 
Fajcbali in Bb. pat. Tom 3. Edit. 3. Pariſ. 1610. per Murgarinum de 
la Bigne , Demoniaci ſpiruvs qt extra Seri turarum Autboritatem, di- 
rinum aliquid prtare. And 8. Chryſoft. in Sem de Pſind» Prophetic, 
en calce Epbre nz Syri edit, 3.Colou 1616. Nibil ntilum ſacra Scrip- 
ar retic ust. Hicrom. in Micsb cp, 1 Erelefia non eſt 72 4 de finibus 
ſuis 5 i. e. de Seripturis ——= vas vero Heretici, edificitis domun in 
Acriſum non in Scriptaris, {ed in vicinis Scripturarum , where the 
ecripture is held toxth as the Boundary of the Church, beyond which 


w 
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the may not paſs ; and dogmatiaing without Scripture, is given as a 
charader of Hereticks And on Hag cap» x. verſe r f. he — 
unwritten Traditions, though pretended to be Apoſtolical: Alia, 
* & teftimoniis, ſcripturarum quaſi tr aditione Apo- 

i reperiunt atque confingunt , "i gladins Dei. How 
full is S. Auſtin to this purpoſe, ——— 3. auftran- 
tur de medio que adverſns nor invicem, non ex divinis Cauonieli libris, 
ſed aliunde recitamns. Hence lib. a. de dofirins Chriſ i cap. 9+ in iis que 
aperte poſits fant in ſcripturir,inveninntur illa omnia,que continent fidem 
moreſque vivendi. — 2 3. in or — davinis 
criptwris « ſunt maniſeſta ſunt. Did I not confirm 
i (ame — teſtimonics of Leaxned Rotnaniſts, namely Aquiner, 
Part» 1. Queſt» 1+ Art. 10. and Sixtzs Senenſir, lib. 6. Aunt» 1 5 2+ in 
wy fourth Paper againſt V. Demfter, pag. 46. 

& The two laſt teſtimonies of S. Auſti and S. Chryſat. together with 
thaſe of Aquinas and Sexerſis the Pamphleter, page 101+ cadeavours 
to elude by ſome ludibrious diſtinctioms: It is true, Caich he, muſt 
Script ures are clear to Eminent Dotlors, not to all indifferemly : And a- 
gain, they are clear to ſuch as take the places of Scripture, commanding us 
to bear the Church, and bold faſt Tradition? a1 two main Fundamental: 
for clearing all the reſt, and to ſuch as level the line of Prophetical and 
2 interpretation to the ſquare of Eceliſi iſt ical ſenſe , but not 29 
i» And hcze again he would abuſe D. Field, lib. 4+ cap» 14. arif 
be did favour the Popiſh Doctrine of unwritten Fundamentals , whereas 
the Doctor has nothing to that purpoſe: But he muſt not be ſuffered 
thus to ſneak away, 

For fuſt, the Authors cited by me, ſpeak not only of the perſpi- 
cuity of the Scripture, but alſo of the tulncls thereot : S. Chryſoft. is 
exprels, that all things neceſſary are clear in Scripture : So alſe is 
$. Auſtin in lib» 3. de defi. Chrifti cap. g. Though therefore it were 
—— that they meant, as the Pamphleter talily ſuggeſts, that the 

iptures were only clear to Eminent Doctors, yet it cannot be de- 
„but they afhrmed that Scripture contained all neceſſary and 
Fundamental Truths. But ſecondly, it's a manite(t falſhond that theſe 
A reſtrict the ——— of Scripture to Eminent Doctors, 
yea Coryſoſt. Hm. 3. in 2. The. cap. 3. cxprefly ſpeaks to people as di 
ſtint from Teachers, and chides them 4 — Read — when 
they want Teachers. So that either the Pamphletcr never read that 
place of Chryſat. or bewrays too much difingenuity, As4or 8. Chry- 
Atem Hoem. 1 4+in Fob, objected by the Pamphleter , there he only 

X lays, 
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ſays, diligence muſt be uſed in ſearching of the Scriptures , but does 
not at all reſtri that diligence in (ear Scriptures to Do@urs of 
the Church ; yea, Hom. _ Job. = Conc. 3. we — much 
in prt ſling the le to ttad the Scriptures: And in Epift #1 Colof. 
— — 2 them to do it, megno (indio & diligentia: 
There is as little ground to ſay, that S. Auſtin lib. 2. de doctriua Cbrifti, 
cap · 9. intended to reſtrict the perſpicuity of Scripture to Eminent 
Doctors. Sarely io lib. 1. contre Creſe. exp. 33+ (the Pamphleter be- 
ing in haſte, cited the Cap. but not the Book there is nothing againſt 
the fulneſs or perſpicuity of Scripture , only in an obſcure queſſion, 
when nallum de Scriptmzis Canonicis profertur exemplum, then Auſtin 
adviſes the Church to be conſulted - with, which no man denieth: 
But in evidence that he derogateth nothing from the Scriptures, 
cap» 32. he ſaid , Sequimur ſane nos bac in re Canonicarum certiſiman 
axthoritatem Scripturarum And in cap. 33. Santla Scriptura fallere non 
poteſt , & Ecchſis ſine ulla ambiguitate Sanlla — — de monſtrat. 
Lam remitted by the Pamphleter to two teſtimonies from S. Irenexs, 
one from lik. 1. cap. 40. whereas I ve told bim before, there are 
but 3 5 cap. in all that Book The other is from lib. 2. cap. 47, I 
have read that Cap· but fiad nothing to his purpoſe , nor does he al- 
ledge any words trom him. I; not this a notable juggle on fimple 
perions, to cite Fathers at ſuch a rate ? Yet thirdly, were that preca- 
rious diſfinction admitted, it would at leaſt follow, that the Faith of 
Eminent Doctors were to be reſolved on the Scriptures, for to them 
they are granted to be clear in all things neceſſary, Fourthly, do we 
ſay that the Scripture is indifferently clear to all, as the Pamphleter 
doth here inſinuate / To a Jeſuit faſcinated with prejudice, to an 
implicit Colliar, or Proſelyte, whole eyes Jeſaits have pulled out, or 
to them whoſe eyes the God of this World hath blinded; 2 Cor. 4. 4- 
verily not. Such perverting of the ſtate of the queſtion does bewray 
a deſperate cauſe, Fiſthly, the Adverlzry, fearing that his firſt diſtin- 
ction concerning Eminent Doors ſhould not hold water, betakes 
himſclt to another of taking theſe Commands, of hearing the 
Church, and holding faſt Traditions, as two main Fundamentals. 
But I have ſhewed, cp. 2+ that the command of hearing the Church 
is to be underſtood ſo long as ſhe adheres to her Commiſſion , which 
is contained in the Scripture: and cap. 3+ that it is more than. any 
Romaniſt can prove, that by Traditions, in that Exhortation , hold 
taſt Traditions, are underſtood Preter-Scriptural Traditions, fo 
that thele Scriptures make nothing for unwritten nr 
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This diſtinction of the Pamphlcrer, coincides, upon the matter, with 
that of Jeſuit Baylie in Catrch. 8, 9. that the Fathers affirmed Scrip» 
ture to cot. tain all things neceſſary, becauſe they contain all implicit» 
; for when they direct us to believe the Catholick Church, they 
ire us to believe all the Traditions which the Church believes. To 
this ludicrous anſwer, River excellently replys, that then the Fathers, 
by giving theſe Elogies to Seripture, had commended it no more, 
than if had called a man Learned , who points out the way to 
the School, or ſaid that ſuch an one had milk to ſuckle an Intant, 
who only can ſhew where a Nurſe is to be found , or that one has 4 
well covered Table, who can but declare who hath it, which were 
ludibrious. If it were ſo, why was the Holy Ghoſt at pains to write 
all theſe Books of holy Scripture? Then there needed no more Bi- 
ble, but hear the Church, as indeed Gerd n of Huntly controv. f · de 
verb · Dei cap. 27. ſays, that all Articles of Faith are contained in that 
one Article of the Creed, I believe the Caib lick Church. Why then 
ſhould they not likewiſe be all contained io that great and uncon- 
troverted Fundamental, I believe the truth of all that God reveals ? 
and conſequently a Mabumctan (hall be as good a Catholick as any 
Er let me argue a little from theſe two Scriptures, 
Hear th&Church , and bold fat Toaditions , either theſe are clear in 
themſelves, or not: it not, how can they clear all the reſt 7 if they 
be, why is the like perſpicuity denied to other Scriptures containing 
as neceſlary truths ?. Seventhly , What is that ſquare of Eccleſiaſtick 
ſenſe, whereto the Pamphleter would level all S:riptural interpreta» 
tions? Is it Tradition? Though Proteſtants, with Vincent Lirinens 
fir, do grant to Tradition its due place among the means of interpre- 
tation of Scripture, yet now 1 muſt enquire, what if a queſtion ariſe 
about Traflition it ſelt? Has no this Pamphleter told, paz. 75. that 
then all maſt be referred to the definition of th. pteſent Catholick 
Church, that is, to their infallible viſible Judg : 3 aud ſothe reſult 
of all theſe Cob · eb diſtinctions, is this, They cin grant that Scrip- 
ture is clear in Fundamentals, provided nothiug be taken as the ſenſe 
of Scripture, but what their Pope or Infallible Judge pleaſes : And 
conſequently, when Chryſoft. Auſtin, & c. lay , that Scripture contains 
clearly all that is neceſlary, the mraning is, that Scripture contains 
not the Articles ct Religion clegrly , but poiats to one who can un- 
told them? Arc not thele — gloſſes which Jeſuits put upon Fe- 


thers ? Muſt the World be cheated with ſuch ludicrous non-ſenſe ? 


as if the end of Scripture were to point out their infallible Judge, 
X 2 aud 
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and yet it einnot be known what is or the true ſenſe there- 
of, but by the ſentences of that ed infallible Judge» Are all 
things in Scripture clear, and yet nothing at all clear , but to receive 
its.cleargeſs from the Romiſh Judge, who is alledged to be pointed 
out iu Scripture , and yet there is not one word. ot him in all Scrip» 
ture. I pray in what Text of Scripture is the Pope of Rome, his Tri- 
p'e Crown, and Infallible Chair, together with che enthuliaſtick 
ſquare of Ecclefiaſtick ſenſe, treaſured up in his breaſt. I ingenuouſly 
profeſs I cannot tiud the place, unl{6 it be 2 Tbęſ. a · 3» 4+ Or Revel, 


17: $5 l 
It's Mbjc@ed by the Pamphleter, pag. 99+ that the Rarbers who writ 
Catalogues of Herifies , Leurus, Tertull, Philaſtrius , Epiphanius, 
Auſtin, & c. did not diſtinguiſh besmiat Fundamentals aud 2 a: 
mong Divine Truths , for they condemned many leſſer things 47 eſies, 
and conſequently as dammable erronrs. The Arlam are condemned 47 
Hertticks by Epiphanius, Hæreſ· 75, Aud - Auſtin Herel. 339 (be 
ſhou'd bave ſaid 53.) for demying the.Faſts commanded by the Church : 
The Eunomians by Auſtin, Hærci. 54. for teaching, that no ſin could 
burt a man, if ſo be be bad Faith: The deniers of Free-will by Epipha- 
nius, Hereſ: 64. Vigilantius by Hicrom, for affirming that Relicky 
Saints ought not to be reverenced : Jovinian by Auſtia Hæteſ. 82. fer 
holding Medlock equal in dignity to Virginity : Pelagians by Auſtin lib. 
cont. Julian. cap. 2. for teaching that the children of faith/ul Parents 
weed not Baptiſm, as being born boly 3 and the Arrians by Auſtin, lib. 1. 
cont. Maxim. cap. 2. for not receiving Tradition : All which , ſays the 
Pumphleter, is the Doclrine of Proteſtants. 
Whatever ſhew this Objection may have with Ignorant gealons, 
I muſt advertiſe them, it's but a crambe recodla: Theſe 
ve been often objected by calumniating Romanilis „ Beller. Breerly, 
Oc. and as often confuted by Learned Proteſtants , D. Field, LM. 
— Gerard, > You my Rivet, ce. Jets and many more Herohies 72 
en retorted cum fernere, out of the ſame Catalogues t 
Briefly therefore I anſwer two things; and firſt, that neither Pa- 
I en of Ip = admit, that all the Errours mentioned in the 
iphanins, Philaſtrius, Auſtin, Ce. are Fundamental, 
Are there not many condemned in them for Opinions in matters dis 
ſpptable,undetermined, and of ſmaff conſequence, and which reſpe- 
are acquitted in both ſides. — — 1. de 
Hereſ tin. Adam & Es Hereſ, a. denixsall the Enrours charged upon 
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Origen ia th Catalogues a — — And 2 — 

1 "5 135% its Þ . 16 conleſſes, t many i 
Fee. ee, 25 Bens, which are not — 
D. in his Liberty of Prophecying, Sed. 2. F 20. to acquit 
the Fathers for ſtigmat ix ing perſons ſo liberally — 
ceivts that they uſed the word Herefe in a more gent le notion than 
pow it is with usy and in divers Paragraphs he endeavours to prove, 
that all Erzours mentioned in the Father Catalogues were not Fun- 
damental , yea, he queſtions alſo, whether the Fathers had ſufficient 
Evidence in the matter of Fact, to foe every one of theſe errours 

theſe petſons. It will not be amiſs here to remember , that 
B. Hechrell in his Apology, /ib.3- cap. 8 f.1. records out of Aventi- 
wes his Hiſtoria Boierum, Anno 7.5, that Pope Zacharias, and Boniface 
Biſhop ot Meztz, condemned one Virgiliur, Biſhop. of -Salrburg , as 
an Heretick , for holding that there were A 3 and 
were induced hereto by the Authority of Auſtin, lib. 16+ de civit. Dei 
cap. 9+ 4 of Ladantins inſtit. lib. Zo c. 24 It he fa that 

„ I — rn — — 
etcrnally ing were Anti wil unſe! 
to the ludibry of any ordinary Mathematician. 

Beſides , if all be Fundamental Errours which are recorded in the 
Catalogues of Hereſies, I am ſure Romaniſts do ert Fundamentally ; 
Were not the Collyridians condemned as Hereticks by Epipban. He « 

— erty ar > The Corpocrations by Epi- 
ai Hereſ. 2. and by S- Amin Heref. y. for adoring the Images - 
of Chriſt, and Faul , the Angelict by Auſtin, Hareſ. 2 9. by Theod, in 
Epiſt. ad Coloſſ. cap. 2. and by the Council of ices, Can 35, for 

ipping of Angels: . Maniobees by Auftin Epift. 54. for granting 
Marriage to their P/edeians, and perſons of — end pro- 
hibiting it to thoſe that were more perfect; and yet like Rorniſh 
Monks and Prieſts, could dally with Concubines, Hence Auſtin 
4. 2. de mori. a 
Coneubitum ſed nuptios 


9. and the Helcefaite for chin th ivocati 

and diſlembling Religion in time of perſecution : Is not the Doctrine 

of Implicite Faith noted as a pernicious Hereſie by the Author of the 

Sermon contra diverſar Heveſ. tom. 2. opernm- Arbonafii, and by Euſe- 

dia lib, 3. Hi. cops 13-85 one of the S 
tick, - 


. might be ſaved, D. Field, when he is 
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tick. What ſhould I reckon out Pelagians , Donatiſts , Enftathians, 


Mercits, the Nudi-pedales , yea Rivet Cathol, Orthod. Proem. de Hes 
reſ. reckons torth a Cataloghe of fifty Ancient Herefies intztoſſed in 
the Romiſh Religion. When Romaniſts have conſidered the affinity 
of their Tenets with the errours of thoſe Hereticks, they may tell us 
whether they hold all for Fundamental Errours, which ate reckoned 
forth in the Catalogues of Herefics. 


I anſwer ſecondly , that it's a notorious falſhood that the Prote 


-ant Churches do own all the particulars mentioned in the Pam- 


phleters Objection, I might remit him to the Authors who have 


long ago confuted theſe old raucid Calumnics , yet a touch I give of 
. them. 


And firſt , we maintain not with Exnomiens , that if 4 man had 
Fab, and rttained bis Profeſſion , how impiouſly ſoever be lived, be 
ing this calumny of Ro- 
maniſts, lib. 3. cap. 22+ breaks forth in theſe words: If (faith he) 
any of us ever wrote, ſpale, or thought any ſuch thing, let God forget e- 
ver to de good wnto ws, and let our prayers be rejected from af pot 
ſence; but if this be as vile a flander as ever Satanift deviſed , the 
reward them that have been the Authors and deviſers of it. Who would 
not have thought that this ſcrious proteſlation would have flopped 


the mouths of Romaniſts for cvet / Yet this impudent Calumniator 


has the confidence to come over with it again: If our Proteſtation 
be not ſufficient to clear us, yet, I hope, Bellarmines conſeſſion may 
be heard. Now he declares, (ib, 1+ de juſtife cap. 3. and lib. 3. de ju- 
tif. cap- 6, that we acknowledge that true Faith cannot be without 


good works: I know that Bell. notwithſtanding all this, endeavours 


lib. 4. de jaftif. cap- 1+to fix the ſame Calumny on Proteſtants, as if 
they the neceſſity of good works, by miſconſtruing ſome 
words which dropt from Luther, Calvin, and ſome others: But theſe 
are not only fully vindicated by Devexant de juſtitiã habit. & dual. 
cap · 30+ but allo the Cardinal palpably bewrays the violence he uſed * 
to his owri Conſcience in this Crimination 3 for in the beginning of 
that very Chapter, he confeſſes that Lather, Colvin , Melantiben, 
Brentixes, and the Augwftan Codleſſion, had Merted the neceſſity of 
good works. All who know our doctrine, know that we ſubſcribe 
NN the Apoſtle, Heb. 12+ 14. Without belineſt none can ſet 

As to that which is — upon the Arian concerning F aftr, not 
to iuſiſt that it is queſti by Learned Authors, particularly by Da- 


Joe 


Of Fundamente. 1599” 
nan / in his Commentar ies upon 8. Auſtin's book, de Herefi cp. 5 
whether there were (ufficicut ground to charge all that , 
Dipbaniui, and wut of him by Auſtin, upon fe Fri and — 
ther, ſceing there is no mention of the Ærians as Hereticks , either 
in Theodoreer four Books , Money Fob or in the Church . of 
Socrates, Sozomen, or Evagrizs, but only in Epipbanixs ( which might 
have been occaſioned by his ſrcedom in df wg ul lore milde- 
ours of Exftatbixs. Le might have known that D. Mirtoss Ap- 

peal, lib. 5. 1 Na in confutation of this ſame Calumny in Breerly's 
mouth, had thewed from Lash and Calvin, that publick Faits en- 
joyned by the Church, are not diſallowed by Proteſtants: The like 
might be ſbewed from the conſeſſion of Proteſtant Churches, parti 
cally py the Helvetian art. 24. the Bobemian art. 18. Argentin cap. $. 
and that of Wittenberg tit. de jejunio , and Caſſander Conſult art. 1 5. 
reporteth this to be the judgment of Proteſtants in the Sexonick, con- 
fethon ; yet I muſt put him in mind, that their own Cardinal, jeſuit 
Tolet, in Luke 5. Anne. 70. conſeſſes, that the preſent ſet Faſts of 
their Church, ſuch as the Vigil, ſcur Embers, and Lim · Faſt, were 
not inſtituted by Jeſus Chriſt, 

The third Herefic that he mentions , is the denying of Free- will, 
which be ſaith is condemned by Epiphanius, Hereſ. 64+ In that Chap. 
. diſputes againſt Origen , to whom he aſcribes ſundry 0+ 
ther groſs errours, all I find ſaid in reference to Free- will is, that 
Adam by his Fall Toft the Image of God, whereby if Origen had on- 
ly meant, that he loſt the habits of grace and holineſs, wherewith in 
the ſtate of Tnnocer.cy he was adorned , he had been guilty of no er» 
tour. This being a truth clear from Scriptures, and acknowledged 
by Learned Romaniſts, as well as by Fathers and Proteſtants, as is evi - 
dent from the debates de ſtain primi hominis, But if Origen fneant by 
the Image of God, the Natural Faculties of the Rational Soul, ſure it 
was an errour, and diſallowed by Proteſtants, to fay, that the Image 
of God was loft ; for falo man, in ſo far as he has a Rational Nature, 
is laid Gen. g. 6. to bear the Image of God. The ſame diſtinction is 
given in behalf of Origen by Alphonſus 4 Caſtre de Harti lib. 2. tit. 
Adam. Hereſ. 2. where allo he ſuſpects that Epiphanius zeal did over- 
reach in charging this errour upon Origen; I might far rather charge 
Jeſuits with Pelagianiſim in the matter of Frce- will. But of this 
hereafter ; only now, he who would be ſatisfied , may fee Fanſenins 
parallel bet wixt Pelagians, and Moliniſts, or Jeſuits. | 

The fourth Hert ſe he mentions , is that of Vigilantius condemned 


by 


* 
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Hicrome , for effirming that Relicks of Saints ought u te beffeve+ 
— — tell Rm, tht Eun _— had u- 
ſed more Reaſoning, aud iling in his debates with Vigi . 
Learned Fwlk againſt the Rhemiſts,art. 19. 12+. doubts ah mo 
rome, inthat heat of diſpute, wig not repreſent Yigilantins Opini- 
on more groſly than it was and the rather, ſeeing by none of rhoſe 
who of old wrote the Catalogues pf Hereticks, is he condemned for 
except only by Hierom: But if Vigzlantizs indeed aſſerted as 


this — 
| Hierom (aith, that the bodies of Szints ſhould be thrown ad te qui - 


linium, to a dunghil, and trod upon, we do abominate ſuch thoughts ; 
the memory of Saints with us is precious: We judge a decent C vi- 
{tian Burial to be a honour due to their bodies; and therefore 1. 
maniſts are highly injurious to them, * them up out of 
Graves, and adore ſometimes the Bones bf Robber infa of 4 

Szintz as teſtifieth (aſſ under in Conſult. art. K I. de venerati/116 [' 
ui arum ; the truc veneration of the Relicks bf Saints (a 

me Caſſander) is to imitite the examples of Vertue and FI. 
corded of them; all other ion of Relicks, for gvoid:n, 31+ 
perſtition, he wiſhes to be abandoned: How far Hicrom, „ + ihe 
Catholick Church, in his time, were from giving Religious Wc.athip 
to the Relicks of Martyrs , Ilicrem himiclf teſtifies , adverſms Vigi- 
lant. Dis ( faith he) O inſauum caput 4liquando Martyres aderavit, 
gui bominem pamavit Deum. Where Hierom rates it as ſuch an im · 

piety, as if oneſhould Dcifie a poor Creature. 

The fifth Hereſie objected to us, is that of Jovinian, condemned by 
Auſt Hæreſ. 8 2. for holding Medlock equal in dignity to Virginiiy. 
Seeing this Pamphleter is pleaſcd to reſume this long · ago confuted 
luwny , together with the reſt out. of Breer'y , ſhould he not 

e conſidered how D. Morton in his Reply to Breerly, lib. 5. cap 
various caſes whercin there is a mutual preference and equal 


ty betwizt Wedlock and Virginity, What impiety the Romiſh pro- 
„ tefſion of Virginity without Chaſtity hath introduced iato the 


Church, their own Authors have declared, So that Njcolaws Cle 


mange: teſtifies their Nunnerieſ are no better than Stexs ; I am ſar, 


oy 


* without Hereſie it may be faid, that Chaſte Matrimony is better than 
impure Czlibat, It Fovinian intended no more, than that neither 
Wedlock nor Virgiuity are proper Vertues , ſurely if hc in this were 
Heretical, Gerſon was Heretical alſo , who both aſſerts and provcy 
it by many arguments, much leſs can cither Wedlock or Virginity 
merit Heaven, as Soto is brought in by Gerard de Eccleſe caps 11, 

Seil. 6+ 
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Sell. 6. Self. 218. impiouily ſaying, A Nirginitas fit woe 7/40 

maxima & meritum Regni Calau. Hive not Popiſh Au- 
thors, particularly Eſpencæu noted, that Hicrm Was pirunt £quar, 
I favourable, than in reaſon he ought, ro Chaſte Matrimony ? How 
grally did Pope Syricins deprave chat Scripture, Rom. $ 7. to diſ- 
grace Jawtul Marriage ? If therefore F-vinizz ran upon the other 
extreme, to athrm gs Bell. de ris Eecleſi cap. 9+ Sell. 13. fays of Vi- 
gilantins , Eccleſinittcor debere eſſe ux Tatos , in that he was never al- 
lowed by the Retormed Churches; they are for a licer?, not an op- 
tere, for th: lawfulneG of Murriage, not tr the necelfi'y of it. Ex- 
cellently faid S. Hierom, Ib. I. Ct. I Hui ,, where ne is moll 
in the praiſes ot Virginity : Circam&fis nibil eſt, præpuilu u nibil ei, 
ſed obſtrvati» mandatorym Dei, nibil prodet abſque operibus cæ ibatu & 
nuptie. As CircumciGon is nothing, andUacircumciſion is nothing 
without xhe keeping of the Commanqments , ſo neither Virgivi:y 
not -Wed)ogk do profit to ſalvation, »withour works of holinc(s, Bat 
as peiigrs in a marriedgeſtate are fived, if they continue in the 
. Faith, fo alſo it is Ly the ſame Faith, that they which live in a ſtatt 
oof Virginity ate to bc ned. To tnis I only add that of N:zienzex, 
Orat. 11. Cam ii he: du vita diviſi fit in matrimoninm & celibatum, 
atque hie quidem ſubſimior & ditinior ſit , verum laboriofior & pericu- 
ler, illud bumilins & tutins, nentrum horum Dev nor omaine aſtriu- 
git ant ab eo dirimit : Where comparing theſe two Eſtates, he con- 
cludes Celibat to be more ſablime , but Murſmony more hurfible, 
and more ſaſe, and that ucither of them does either joyn us to God, 
or ſeclude from him. | « 

The ſixth objected Hereſic is, that with  Pclagians , we ſay , the 
Children of Faithful Parents need not Baptiſm, Had a J:luit a Fore- 
head capable of bluſhing, he would never have upbraided us with 
Pelagianiſn for the World knows that they have indeed licked up 
the very Excrements of Pelagint, as farſerins hath demonſtrated 
in h Ayguſtinur. But as to the Objcttion , we are (o from denying 
the need of Baptiſm to lntants, that we (ay it's neceſſity, neceſſitate 
peecepti. Indeed we dare not be focruel, as to condema all lat ints 
that die in the Womb, and were never iu a cipicity to be bipꝛmed 3 
if we be (tigmatizcd tor Hcereticks upon this accoutt, then the An- 
cient Fathers, who by their long delay of Baptiſm ſhew themſelves 
to beot the ſame Opinion, mult alſo be Heretical. Doth not D. Moy - 
ton Appeal, lib. 5. cap. 8. Seft. 2. cite a multitude of Romanitts , as 
Cajetan, Gerſon, Catharine, Cighiur, Tilmanans, & ce. as being of tte 
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Came judgment with us, as to theſe things? Are all theſe Hereticks 
and Pelagians alſo ? If it be ſaid that Pclagians deny the necellity of 
Baptiſm alſo, true; but on other accounts, then Proteſtants: le 
gians, as ſuppoſing Infants guilty of no ſin 4 Proteſtarits, beca ſe 
Pardoning Mercy is not chained up, and limited to means. As Bla- 
ta the Here tick obſer ved Eater at the time of the Jews Paſſover, (© 
did Polyerater, and the holy Martyrs of che Greek Church 3 but the 
different accounts on which they did it, made the one to be held an 
Heretick, and not the other: So that the (ame ſentiment, held upou 
2 accounts, may be heretical in the one, and not in the 0» 
ther. 

The ſeventh and laſt Hcrelie, is that with the Arri am c nde ned by 
Audiin, lib. 1 cont, Maxim cap» 2. we do wit receive Tradition. O 
nnupendious impudency ! Did ever S. Awtia condemn Arrians for 
not receiving Articles of Faith upon the (ole Warrant of unwritten 
Traditions? Doth he not expreſly lib. 3. cont. MA. cap. 14. 3p. 
peal to the Scriptures for deciſion of Controverlics bet wixt him and 
Aitiaus , Nccego Nicenum nec tu debes Ariminexſe tanquam pra judi 
eaturus preferre Cincilium , nec eg» bujus autborit ate, ce tu illius de. 
tencrit. Scripmeraruns autharizatibus non qu rumcunque propriis ſed u- 
riſque communibus, res cum re, cauſa cum cauſa, ratio c rati ne con- 
certet, Could not the Deity of Jeſus Chriit, which was the Article 
tor which Arrians were condemned , be proved by ho!y Scripture, 
that Fathers b:hoved to flee to unwritten Traditions: Arc Kom- 
nilt; ſo miſcartied with their hatred againſt us, that they will ſhake 
the Fcundations of Chriſtianity to reach us a blos ? Doth not Bell, 
confels, lib. . de verb, Dei cap. i tb. that the — Chriſt, which 
is oppoſite to the Arrian Hereſic, habet expreſſa in Seripturis teſtimo · 
nia. SH ortly then, to retihe the miſtake of this Pamphleter, the 
thing which Au ia blamed in Maximinus the Atrian was, that Arti- 
ans would not admit the word Juergrey, becaule it was not found in 
Scripture , and therefore lib. 1. cont. Maxim: he brings in Maxi miu 
laying, He,voces que extra Seripturam ſunt nullo caſe. 4+nobis ſuſcipi* 
untur: This Aſtin ſolidly contutes, lib. 3. cap» 14+ ſhewing, that the 
thing ſigaiticd by the word was in Scripture , Qi eft bomouſion, ni- 
fi minus ejuſdemque ſubſtantia, quid oft bom uſt n niſi ego & Pater u- 
num ſums > and then appeals to the Scripture for the deciſion of the 
whole Controverſie with the Arrians, Nec ego Nicenum, Cc. Thas 
have I ſhewed that the Pamphleters Objcction is falſe in all its 
grounds, as it either all the crrours mentioucd by Fathers were He- 
relies 


* fries againſt Fundamental truths; or that we owned all the errors 
enumerated in the Objection. 

It's further objccted, pag. 89. that Stripe would make a man 
think, that one thing, or ar muſt two, were neceſſary te ſalvation ; a? 
ſometimes the believing one point, ſometimes the ding of anither. IK. 
ven is promiſed to Prayer in one glace, to Alms deeds in another, and 
Mat. 19. If thou wilt enter Into life, keep the Commandments, teaches a 
Fundamental mbich Proteft ants ſy is impeſſible. Is not this a daring 
impicty in a lafcivious Jeluit, ſo to fport with the Scriptures of the 
Living God , as it ſometimes they made one thing only nec (ſary to 
ſi vation, ſometime another. For anſwer therefore he would tirft 
remember, that our preſent queſtion is concerning the Credenda, 
chings to be belic ved ; but moſt of theſe inflances arcot the 4reuds, 
things to be done by us: Whether this proceeded from his inadver- 
tency, or were denc purpoſely, to caſt a blind before an unwary 
Reader, is renmtted to his ſecond thoughts. Secondly, it is a falſe- 
hood, that Scripture makes ſometimes only Prayer, at other times 
only Alms-deeds , at one time only Faith in the Son of God, at ano» 
ther time oaly the feer of the Lord, a Fundamental, as the Pam - 
phleter inlinuates: For no where is the promiſe of Salvation re- 
ſtricted to any one of theſe, with excluſion of the reſt ; When the 
promile is made ſometime to one grace, ſomerime to another, it 
only inports the inſcpatable connexion of all ſanctiſying graces, 
that who ever has one, hath undoubtedly all. Thirdly,1 grant, that 
in that word Mat. 19. If ibo wilt enter into life, kgep the Command + 
mend, is contained a Fundamental of the Covenant of Works, but 
not of the Goſpel Covenant,” This is evident from that deſcription 
of the two Covenants, Rom. 10. from verſ: 5. to g. Miſes deſcriberh 
the rightceuſncls of the Law , that the man who dn theſe things (ball 
live by them but the righceouſneſs of Faith ſpe theth on this wiſe If thou 
ſhalt confeſs with thy month the Lard Fiſvs, and believe in thy beart that 
Gel bath raiſed bir from the dead ghow ſhalt be ſaved: Where the per- 
ſect keeping of the Commandn.ents is ſet forth to be the rightroutncls 
of the Law as the righteouſneſ; of the Law is contradiltinguiſhed frem 
the righteouſneſs of Faith, Yet Chriſt does not mock the yourg 
maa by chat word, as tha ſcoffing Jeſalt Maldonsr: on the place 
would infer from this Expoſuion given by Calvin , for this righte- 
ouſnels of the Law would really bring a man to cternal lite, if a 
man truly had it: Neither is auy mean ſo apt to convince a Juſticia- 
ry pretending to a legal 3 ſuch an onewas that young 
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man, as appears by his words, ver.. 2c, All theſe things be I A 
from my — —— him with the righteouſneſs of the _ 
Chriſt therefore uſed a very proper mean for preparing that perſon 
to lubmit to the righceouſnels of God by. Faith, Fh 3. 9- had not 
his covctouſheſs choaked the work. : la hat ſenſe the perte kecp · 
ing of the Law is polſi e, or impoſſible q is elſewheredeclared : now 
only I add, that neither under the Golp-l Covenant can Eternal Life 
be obtained, without a ſincete and ferious endeavour to keep” the 
Commands perfeRly : But ſurely if the perte& keeping of the Com- 
mandments were a Furdameutal of the Goſpel Covenant, our ranting 
Miſſionaties, and their diſſolute Profelytes,might deſpair of ſalvation. 
Pag. 87. and 88. it's enquired 5 Whether every Fuirdament al cay be 

ſo early proved by Scripture , tha the words cannon. be obviouſly and 
Kiterally taken in another ſenſe. 

Anſw. Every Fundamental may be ſo convintingly proved from 
Scripture , that no rational perſon can upon ſolid ground contra- 
dict the evidence thereof, elie the Screpture ſhould not be able to 
make us wiſe unto ſalvation, 2 Tim. 3+ 15. I deny not but a wran- 
gler may impoſe perverſe: gloſſes upon the cleareit words in Scrip · 
ture, or aut of Scripture, as that petulant Romanilt KR oynandur gave 
a ſpecimen of his. miſchievous Acumen, by impoſing blaſphemous 
gloſſes upon all the Articles of the Creed; but this only proceeds 
from ill diſpoſed minds, and. neither impeaches the clearneſs of 
Scripture, as to Fundamentals nor the certainty of our belief of 
them.. But, ſays he, paz, 88. thoſe words, This is my body, lignine, 
and that moſt obviouſly and litterally, that Chriſts Body is really in 
the Sacrament : Like as when I ay, this is a piece of Gold, thir is a 
piece of Silver , theſe words literally ſigniſie real Gold and Silver. 
Anſwer, Thoſe words, This is my- bedy , canaot ſiguiſie the Popiih 
ttanſubſtantiated Preſence of the Body of Chriſt without a maniteſt 
contradiQion, as (hall appear cap. 5. Theſe other Propoſitions, this 
31 piece of Gold, this is a piece of Silver , not being productive of 
thaSilver and the Gold, as Romaniſts afirm theſe words, this is 
my body, to he productive of the Body of Cnriſt in the Sacrament, 
are not parallel to the Propolition under debate, But I will not 
hexe anticipite that which is to be handled at more length, caps 5+ 

rag. heasks, If it be a Fundamental to believe the Scripture 
#2 be the Word of God, which (ys he) Auſtin believed wpon Tradition. 
Anſe. I grant it is a Fundamental, as4 Fundamental is taken for the 
Rule of tauch, which makes us believe all the reſt ; And fo indeed 

* it 
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je-is a principle having an intrinfick evidence of its Divine Original, 
as I endeavourcd to ſhew in its proper lace , yet I confeſs that our 

' mirids arc prepared, by the motives of credibility, ( whereof Tra- 
dition is one ] to givea ſupernatuial aſſent to the Scriptures as the 
word of God; and this is all which A»fix affirmed as to this thing, 
as hath been already cleared, Here it is to be nottd, that though I 
call the Scripture a Fundamental, as being the Rule of Faith, yet 1 
mean not, that the belief of this written Inſtrument” is abſolutely 
neceſſary in all caſes to ſalvation ; for who doth not know that of 
Irens lib. 3 · cap · 4+ Multe genes Barbarorum credunt in Chriſtum fine 
chagallere vel atramento, i. e. many Nations of the Barbarians be- 
lieve on Chaiſt without this writing of holy Scripture. Scripture is 
indee# the principal and ordinary Rule of Faith, yet it is bot the 
only mean by which the Dactrines contained in — — receive E- 
vidence 4 ca, the cotyplex of the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity car - 
ry with themiclves an intrinſick Evidence of theirown Divine Ori- 
ginals , as hath been alſo held forth in cap. 3. So that if they who 
are invincibly ignorant of the Scriptures , ſhould upon the Veracity 
ol God, believe the DoQtrines of Chriſtianity contained in Scripture 
and walk accordingly, they ſhould be ſaved even as we. But whs 
(fairh the Pamphleter) if one ſhould receive the New Teſtament, « 
o Maining ſufficiently all Fundamentals, and re ject the Old; · with 
Mamel tet, admit of fore Evanzels, but not others with Ebionits ? 
Ae. Pe (hould deny 2 Principle of Divinity and therefore we 

Mhould diſpute againſt him , partly ex conceſſs, from theſe Scriptures 

which he admits , and partly as with an Infidel from the common 

notives of credibility , which may contribute to the conviction of 
an Inſidel, though they.alone be not a ſufficient ground of divine Faith. 

Pag. 104 · heasks, What if one ſhould deny the Word, the Name, 
and definition of 42 Sacrament, the Areping of $ut maintain Rebap- 
tization , affirm one Perſon in the God bead, with llias, er two in 

Chriſt, with Neſtorius, which are not in expreſs words in Scripture. 

Anſw. 1. We muſt diſtinguiſh betwixt names and things; we Ly 

not, that names or words are Fundamentals of Religion, elſe the di- 

verlity of Languages ſhould make diverſity of Religions. It's but a 

pieviſh humour to quarrel at words, when the things ſignified there- 

by are found in Scripture it were enough to ſay to ſuch , as 1 Cor» 

11-16. If any will be contentious. we have no ſuch cuſtom, nor the 

Churches of God, A-fiv. 2. Fundamentals may be contained clearly 

in Scripture, though not in cxprets words; and fo „ 
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either ignorarſtly or wilfully miſtakes the very ſtate of the queſtion ; 
I hope thele tr, Fundamental Articles of the Merits and Satisfacti- 
on of Jeſus Chriſt, will not be denied to be contained clearly in Scrip- 
ture, though thoſe words be not at all there, and therefore I (ay, 
all choſe errors mentioned in the Objection, may be, upon the mat - 
tet, confuted by Scripture , ,as I have ſhewed concerning ſome of 
them cap. 3+ And the like might be done as to the reſt, it I were not 
loth to blot Paper with impertinent Controverhes. 

Before I leave this queſtion, 1 muſt yet take notice of three te · 
ſtimonics objected by the Pamphleter, pag, to; . from Chryſot, Epi- 
phax. and Auſtin: For though they were long ago objected by Bell. 
lib. 4- de verb. Dei ea. 7+ and have been fully vindicated by Chamier, 
Whittaker, Devenant, Strange & c. yet they arc here propounded, 28 
if nothing had been replyed to them : I begin with the laſt trom 
Auſtin, Jib. 5. de bapt. eint Donat. cap» 23+ becauſe in it the Pam- 
phlerer lays, that Auſtin affirms 4 Fundamental; namely, Infant hap- 
' tiſm not to he euntained in Scripture. This citation demonſſratcs, that 
the Patmphleter has never read Auſtin ; for in that cap, he has nothing 
of the Baptilm of Infants, but only ſays, that the cuſtum gt not 
rcbaptinng thoſe who had been baptized by Hereticks, was reccived 
by Tradition: Neither is this a Fundamental, ce & Cyprian had 
' erred Fundamentally , who ſtill adhered to his Opinion ot RebaÞti- 
ation , though as Anſtin in that lame cp. lays , he were pieſſed, 
both with the cuſtom of the Church, and Pope Stephens Auchority, 
to the coutrary ; Nor could Auſtin mean, that the cuſtom of the 
Church in this thing was not warranted by Scriptural Authority, 
tor frequently he ditputes that ſame point of Rebapuzation againlt 
the Douatiſts from Scripturc , as lib, 1. cap» 7+ lib. 2. fp. 14. Ab. 4 
1. 7. 25. lib. 5+ c. 4+ lib. 6. cape i. & e. conſequently Awitin only 
mcavr, that there was no expres prohib.tion ot Rebiptization in 
zerminis, or that there could no example trom Scripture be produced 
of receiving ove into the Church , who had been baptized by a He- 
retick, without Rebaptization; Both which we granty and yet at- 
im with Autin, and the Catholick Church, that Scripture affords 
{.thcicat ground againſt Rebiptwation, 

His other teſtimony is from Epipban. Hereſ. 6 1+ we mult uſe Tra- 
ditions , for the Scriptures have ner all. To this it's anſwered, that E- 
pipb.doth not there ipeak of Fundamentals. The point which he is al- 
lexting 13, that it's a fin, aſter. Vowed Virgimty, to Marry, which is 
a uuth tor either there is fig in vowing raſhly , not _——_— 
* t 


- 


Of Findementals, 167 
what firength there is to perform, or by breaking the Vow unne- 


ceſſarily , if there be ſtrength to abſtaig. Yet is in the ſame 
place a „that in the caſe of V Virgiaity, it's better to 
Marry, than ſecretly to Forgicate , or as hee it, #ccemltis ja» 
tali ſauclari , the contrary whereof is aſſerted by Rell, Cofter , and 


other Romaniſts : However, I hope Romaniſts are not ſo large in 
their Fundamentals, as 14 _ that one. But ſecoudly , it's an- 
ſwered Hy D. Strang, lib. 2. pts cap, 21+ pag» 546. that Epi- 
doth not eld ſpeak of 4 bas wo Traditions, for — 
unwritten aſſcrtion of the ſinſulneſ of Marriage, after a Vow of 
Virginity, he there confirms from that Scripture, 1 Tim. 5+ 11 · and 
therefore he muſt call it unwritten, only aa 71 becaulc it's not ſet 
down expreſly, and in terminis ia Script ure, albcit it may conſe» 
quentially be* deduced from it. I add thirdly and laſtly , though 
Scripture contain all Fandamentals, yet there may be mach uſe of 
Traditions, as a motive of credibility, to introduce Faith, or to clear 
the meaning of Scriptures, ot about hiftorical things, Cc. 
In this third place 1 take notice of that teſtimony of Chryſ ft. in 
2 The. 2. where he ſays, that the Apoſtles did not deliver all things by 
writing. Is this the _ queſtion , whether the Apoſtles did deli- 
ver all things iu writing? No ſurcly, bat whether all Fundamentals, 
or all things neceſſasy to ſalvation, be committed to writing. Now 
Coryſot. in the place cited has nothing to the contrary- of that, nay 
Ham. 3. on that 2 Epiſt. to [befſ. cap. 3+ he expreſiy athrms , that all 
things neceflary are clearly revealed in Scripture , conſequently he 
cinnot mean that there be ſome Fundamentals not contained in Scrip- 
ture, unl-($ he did contradict himſelt, This is cnough to d. ſcover, 
that the tellimony of Chryſ ft. docs not militate againſt our pteſeat 
Aſſertion, whether Ghryſuft. me in by thoſe things which he ſays the 
Apottles wrote not, only Rituals, as Chamier conceives, Panxſtrat, 
Tom. 1. liþ- 9. cap 19+ Sell. 31. or the particular examples of the pi 
ous lives of Apoltolick perſons, which might be conveyed down to 
theſe times by Tradition, as Rivet ſuppoſes in Cathal, Orthodox. 
tradly 1. queſt. g. or Traditrve. Expoſitions of ditficule Seriptures, O- 
rally delivered by the Apoſtles, as Chillingrorth infiouates in his de- 
tence of D. Peter cap. 3+ Sed. 46. is not our concern at preſent to 
enquire. As Chriſt did many things which arc not written , fo js it 
probable that the Apoſtles taught the Churches many things Orally, 
and par: icularly did expound to them diffmult places in their own 
writings.” But as the memory of the unwfitten works of our Savi- 
Our 
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our is quite loſt, ſo alſo have the Traditive tions of difficule 

Scriptures periſhed many Ages ago, inſomuch that the Ancient Fa- 

thers are broken into many Arent Opinions concerning obſcure 

Scriptures: By which it that Records are a more faithful 
than 


of our Saviour or of the Traditive Expoſitions of Scriptures, given 


SECT. ITE. 


: Woctber all be F ee which the Church impoſes as 
Fundamental. 


[.A Niwer negatively : But the Pamphleter, pag- gr, zod 92. and 
A and other jeſuited Romaniſts affirm. Where it muſt be obſer · 
ved how groſly the Pamphleter does miſrepreſent the Rate of the 
queſtion , pag- 90, 91. as if the queſtion betwixtus. were „ Wherber 
4 man may either ſufpehd bis aſſeut, or poſitively diſſem leſſer 
things , 'when they are revealed by God, ani . to E 
ſame A , with the moſt neceſſary Article of Faith. And he 
charges Proteſtants as maintaining the athrmative part of the queſti- 
on, as thus ſtated. But this is a notorious. prevarication : For all 
Proteſtants do acknowledge, that we are bound to believe whatever 
God is pleaſed to reveal uuto us 3 yea, not to aſſent to the leaſt mate- 
rial object of Faith, when it is known that God has revealed it, 
were an impeaching of the Veracity of God, and ſo hajnous a tre- 
ſpaſs, that if continued in, (ſhould aſſuredly damn eternally. Nay 
arther, as acute M. Chillingworth obſerves, Part. 1+ cap. 3. Sell. 15. 
He that believes, though erroniouſly, any thing to he revealed by 
God, and yet will contradict it, is hainouſly guilty of derogation 
from the Vetacity of God. The moſt that Proteſtauts affirm (to 
which all ſolid Chriſtians ever aſſented) is, that through: the weak- 
neſs of our underſtanding , we not being able to penetrate all truths 
divinely revealed, we may ſometimes ſuppoſe that not to be re- 
vealed by God, which is revealed by him, or that to be revealed by 
him, which is not revealed. la this caſe (which was Cypriaut in the 
matter ol Rebaptization') if a man believe my, not only the Ve- 
-Tacity 
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tacity of God, and be ready to aſſent to the particular truth'where- 
of now he doubts , if he knew ic were revealed by God, but alſo 
believes the moſt weighty Articles of the Chriſtian Faith; we ſay, 
in chat caſe, our Lo dath gu ouſly pardon the mivbelicf of (mal. 
ler material objects of Faith, which through infirmity are misbe- 
lirved, This we have already confirmed by Scripture and Antiqui- 
ty, Sed. 1» Laying aſide therefore his ſalle flate of the queſtion, the 
true ſtate of the queſtion is, whether whatever the Church propoſes 
as an Article of Faith muſt be believed under pain of damnation, aud 
conſequently is to be held as a Fundamental, ſe as without the belief 
thereat no ſalvation can be had in this indeed we maintain the Ne- 

tive, and my Adverlary, and Jeſuited Romaniſts, the Affirmative. 

t this is the true ſtate of the queſt ion, may be evicted from the 
Pamphlet er himſelf : For after his deceitful miſrepreſentations of 
the queſtion , at length he comes above board, pag. 92+ thus: The 
Chureb ( (aith he) in ber publick Deorees of General Councils, ſtrikes 
+ with tbe Thunder- bolt of Gods Cartſe and Excommunication, all ſueb as 

t to believe any one point decided to be of Faith , which ſhe could 
"juſtly do, if every Article ſhe declares were not arily to be beliey- 
ed;wben * to be decided by ber : It's thereſore the decifion by ber 

tlays the neceſſity of believing upon ſouls. Yet-it would be ſur- 
noted, that by the Church , Romaviſts underſtand the Roman 

„ot Church in Communion with the Pope, acknowledging 
i Headſhip and Univerſal Supremacy: And becauſe "the diffubve 
Body of thee Roman. Church cannot all aſſemble todetine Controver- 
fies of Religion, ther for it mutt be underſtood of her tives, & 
ſeeing Conciliary repreſentativesare very rare, andthe ſenſe of theirCa- 
nous are obnoxious to various debates; therefore this power of deter- 
mining and impeliog Fundamentals, (though the Pamphleter in the 
words cited ſcem only to ſpeak of Councils) muſt at length be re- 
ſolved into the Pope, I wrong them not. Here jeſuit Gretſer, ſpeak- 
ing in name of the reſt, in defenſ. Bell. lib. 3. de verb. Dei cap. 10. 
Colmms. 2450 · When we affirm (faith he) the Chad to be the Fudge of 
all Controverſies of Faith , by the Church we underftand the Biſhop of 


Rome, whe for the time being governs tbe Ship of the Militant Church. 
The queſſion is then, whether all that the Biſhop of Re injoyns, 
exCathedra, and as matters of Faith, muſtbe believed, becauſe he in- 
joyns it, and that under pain of Everlaſting Damnation , the Jeſui- 
ted Party affirm, we deny: it's not the misbelieving what Scripture 
iy, but what the Roman Church or Pope faith , chat according to 
theſe men, does condemn Souls. 2 
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1 ſhall not inſiſt upon a large confutation of this abſurd Doctrine, 
which camot but ruine wich its on weight , not being ſupported 
with any ſolid ground only take theſe brief hints, 1. The. Citho- 
lick Church, in all het Repreſentatives, ſincexttie Apoſtolick Age, is 
tallible, as I demouſt by _ arguments on 2+ Seft. 2. and 
may injoyn Errours for Articles of Faith Ergo, all that the Repre- 
lentatives of the Catholick Church jojoyn as Articles of Faith, are 
not to be held as Fundathentals, This one argument is ſufficient to 
overturn that Romiſh Structure. But 2. It's an intollerable Cata - 
chrelis to affirm the Romiſh Church, much more the Pope, to be the 
Catbolick ( harch., or to attribute the peculiar priviledges of the 
Catholick Church to the Roman, or to the Pope by as good reaſcn 
they might affirm Italy, or Rome, to be the whole World, and pre- 
dicate that of Rome which is peculiar to the whole World, Ergo, 
though it were granted that the Catholick Church, or her Repreſcn- 
tatives, bad power infallibly to determine Fundamentals of Faith, 
it docs not follow, that this. is the priviledge of the Roman Church, 
or Pope of Rome, as our Adverſarics arm. 3. Every thing that 
God himſelf reveals in Scripture is not 'a Fundamental of Faith, 
Ergo, far leſs every thing that the Church propoſes : The ſequel is 
evident, for it there be any reaſon why every thing propoled by 
the Church ſhould be Fundamental, «this muſt needs be it, becauſe 
as Romaniſts affirm , what che Church ſays, God himſelf ſays : But 
this reaſon cannot be cogent, for beyond all perad venture, what is 
revealed in Scripture is revealed by God himſelt 3 and yet both Pro» 
teſtants and Papiſts acknowledge, that all revealed in Scripture is nut 
Fundamental, therefore neither can all propoſed by the Church be 
Fundamental. This argument concludes, that though ſhe were in- 
fallible, as Scripture truly is, yet would it not follow, that all her 
dchnitions were Fundamentals of Faith. It may be here objected, 
that he who knows a truth to be contained in Scripture, and yet 
misbelie ves it, erxes Fundamentally : therefore alſo if the Church be 
infallible , he who misbe lie ves any point which he knows to be pro» 
pqunded by her, erteth likewile Fundamentally. Not to mention 
that this objection proceeds upon the mon of the Infallibility 
of the Church, the falſhbod whereof, 1 has already been evict- 
ed. I anſwer, that he indeed erteth Fundamentally , who misbe- 
lieves the leaft truth which he knows to-be contained in Scripture, 
provided he know the Divine Original of that Scripture ; yet not ſo 
much for misbelieving that particular truth (for in other circumſtan · 
ce. 
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uk be misbelieved without a Fundamental errour) as for his 


ite misbelief of the Veracity of God, which renders the man 

an Infidel, But, I hope, Romaniſts themſelves will not ſay, that if 
Cardinal Cajetzn , who queſtioned the Divine Authority of the E- 
piſtle to the Hebrew, had thereupon misbe lie ved ſome particular 
P;opoſition which he acknowledged to be cofitained-in that Epiſtle, 
had erred Fandamentally ; and conſequently , though the Church 
were indelible, as ſhe is not, yet if he who queſtioned her Inſailibi- 
lity ſhould alſo misbelieve what he knew to be propounded by her, 
he ſhould not err Fundamentally : For in ſo doing, he would not 
explicitly queſtion the Veracity of God, as in the firſt caſe. 4. It 
the Propola's of the Church made Articles Fundamental; ergo, atter 
the Churches definition, the Chriſtian Religion ſhould be cilentially 
different from what it was before , contrary to Epbeſ. 4, there is but 
ont Faith: The ſcquel is evident, becauſe after that definition of the 
Church, there ſhould be Fundamentals or Eſſentials in Religion 
which were not before. And from this it follows , the ao Roman 
Religion is eſſentially different from the old Chriili in Religion: For 
by the new c eſinitious of their Church, they have made many El- 
ſentials which the Ancieut Church never knew, as I demoaftrated 
againſt VM. Denner, Fe .I argue with Learned M. Seilling- 
feet thus: The Church is a Church before the paſt out her detiniti - 
on, ergo, by her definition ſhe makes no Fundamentals: The ſcquel 
is proved, becauſe the Church cannot be a Church without the be- 
het of all Fundamentals ; ergs, whatever definition ſhe paſſes poſte- 
riour to her being a Church, is none of the Fundamentals. E. 
the Author of Proteſtancy without Principles , Diſcourſe 3+ cap · 6+ 
Sell. 19 · ſupercilioufly undervalues this argument of D. Stilling- 
fleet, ſuppoling he hath evicted the nullity thereof by this ſimmild: 
As ina Kingdom or Commommcalih, after the ſettlement ſcme great 
matters ( I luppole he means the Fundamental Laws) they may 
thereafter procced to make new Laws ſo be concciver it to be in the 
Chureb. But the taculty of that Je(u't lies in throwing a Feather to 
the ground with high confidence. Two things ( if 1 miſtake not) 
may diſcover the lameneſs aud impcrtinency of the Jeſuits lim. 1: : 
And firſt it's beyond doubt, that after the ſettlement of the Funda- 
mental Laws of a Kingdom, the King and Parliament have a Le» 
giſlative Power to create new Laws, uot only to declare what 
Laws formerly were in being, but to give a being to Laws which 
tormerly had none. But tne more Judicious Romaniſts deny, that 
Z 2 the 
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the Repxc ſentatives of, the Catholick Church, far lefs of the Roman, 
or a Pope, have power to make Articles of Faith which were not, 
but that their power is only declarative of Arcicles of Faith which 
formerly were. So 4 ue Caro d. heref: lib. 1. cap. 8. Valen- 
tis in Pert. 3 · di 1 . nunc. 6. and Arer. Pars, 2. Meral. 
ib. 5. cap. 3+ 2. yea, ſo much is acknowledged by E. N. him» 
ſelf, Se. 22. Hence when —— Taylor in his Diſſwaſwve, cap. 1. 
Sad. 2. concluded the — . the Romiſh Religion, becauſe it 
did attribute to the Romuſh ch, i. e. the Pope, power to make 
Articles of Faith, contrary both to Scripture, Gal. 1. $. and to the 
third Occumenick Council at Epheſws; It was replyed to him by a 
Romanift, that they only give to the Church a declarative power, to 
declare what be Ar tic les of Faith. If the Church have only a decla- 
rative power, then ſhe has not ſuch power to make Articles of 
Faith, as the King and Parliament have to make Laws to the King - 
dom : or if ſhe have power to make Atticles of Faith, then D Tay» 
lor's Charge of impiety ſtands in force againſt Romaniſts They may 
chuſe which of the two abſurdities they wil! run upon. But ſeconds 
ly ,. if the King and Parliament (hoald add to the Fundamental 
Laws of a Kingdom, when addition were made to them, thereatticr. 
the Conftitution of the Kingdom ſhould in fo far be altered, and 
diflerent from what it was » conſequently if the Church ſhould add 
to the Fundamentals of Faith, the Chrittian Religion ſhould eſſenti- 
ally vary from what it was before : Nay, if the Church may add to 
Fundamentals, and make that Fundamental which was noi Funda« 
mental, why might ſhe not pair from them alſo, and make thoſe 
things ceaſe to be Fundamentals which were Fundamenta's, and ſo 
overtutn all Chriſtianity , and make it a quite different thing from 
what it was, But the Unity of the. Chriſtian Religion, and of the 
Catholick Church, prove convincingly, that the Fandamearals of the 
Chriſtian Religion are always the ſame, and unalterable. Sixthly 
and laſtly , The ablurditics ot this Romith Doctriue may appear by 
the imp:0us conſcquerices which flow from it: As 1. The imperious. 
Uivrpation of one part of the Catholick Church, namely, of the 
Church of Rome, her Popes or Councils, over the whole Catho- 
lick, by this ſhe aſſumes a mighty Soveraignty. over the Conſciences 
ot all the Worid, to impoſe on them Fundamental Articles of Faith, 
winch Qu ut never authorized her to do. 2. It eſtabliſhes a moſt gricv: 
ous Schitm : thus ſhe cuts off trom the Caiholick Church, as Hcreticks 
or pœiſe ns ct, tundamentally, z who cara: Tubmit to her he · 
xetical 


retical Decrees. 3. It makes Romanifſts unchiiflianly uncharitable, 
and to conclude, * a?! (hall de damned. — with - 
cher coueh down under the burdens which ſhe 4+ Hence 
alſo i is that they abuſe the World with an implicite Faith, if they 
be in a veadine(s to believe what is impoſed” by their urch, it's c · 
nough , though they know File in cular what ſhe has impo- 
led 3 yea, ſome lay, though explicicly they believe nothing Nay 
Teles Ab. 4+ de inftruQt, 8 zcerd. cap. 3. If 4 Country man, (aith he, be- 
lieve bis Biſhep prop * Heretical Dodrine about the Articles 
of Faith , be meritetb by believing ,” though it be an error becauſe be 
is bound to believe , until it manifeily appear that it is againſt the 
Church. O dreadful impicty 7 Shall jt be not only not atul , but. 
meritorious to belicve Lyes , when it but ſcems to be the Doctrine 
of the Romiſh Charch 7 

The abſurdity of the Romiſh Aſſertion being now ſufficiently e- 
victed , our Doctrine, upon the other hand, may be clear i viz. that 
thoſel Articles are only to he held for Fundamentals, on which Scrip- 
ture bach put a character of necellity : for the appointment of Fun- 
dfnental Articles, or the preſcribing of the neceſſary conditions for 
obtaining | Life, dependeth wholly upon the good pleaſure of 
God z and theretore are to he gathered from the Scripture , which 
are the'complear Rule of Faith, and deliver to us the whole Coun- 
ſel of God, concerning our Salvation. But this ]:ſait muſt needs be 
ſt. prevaricating and therefore pag. $6. he brings in this as a cha- 
racer given by me of a Fundamental, if it be commanded to be be- 
lieved by all. But never did 1 affert any ſuch thing, nos did I ever 
think, that a meer neceſſity of Precept does infer a point to be Fun · 
dathental z we are commanded to believe Articles of Faith, whether 
integral or Fundamental: But in this js the ditference , that Funda- 
mentals are alſo neceflary , neceſſitate medii & finis, by necetliry Of 
the means, and of the end: ſo as Salvation cannot be attained with - 
out the b.lick thereof, neither is any thing to be held a; ſuch, onlcl 
the Scripture, which is the adequate Rule of Faith, put a character 
of necethity thereupon. 

From what has been ſaid Tdeduce this Corollary, that the unity 
of the Catholick Church ſtands in the unity of Fundamentals, 
and conſequently though there be diverſity of integrals betwixt 
Churches , yet it the Fuadamentals be preſerved , they all make up 
one Catholick Church the Greek Church, IValdenſes , Wickleviſtr, 
and Hefites may dittcr from us io integrals, yet if the Fundamen» 


tals 


of Pmriidemintals,” be 
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tals be held by all, we make up one Catholick Church. Hence alſo 
it may be judged, whether Romanifts, or we be the true Catholick 
Church. We own all for Mcmbers of the Catholick Church, who 
own the Fundamentals, and ren nothing deſtructive thereunto: 
But they exclude all who are not of the preſent Roman Faith, ex- 
preſſed in the formula fidei of Piur the Fourth, or in that Engliſh 
confeſſion of Faith annexed to H. T. his Manual of Controverſies, 
reprinted at Doway 167 1, many copies whereof were lately appre- 
hended at Leith, and conſequently they rend themſelves from the 
greater part of the Chriſtian Church, 


SECT. IV. 


Whether was it neceſſary for the deciſion of the queſtion betwixt Mr. 
Dempltcr, and the Author, to determine the preciſe number of Fus 
damentals. * 

| ATE negatively :. for 1. the particular queſtion betwixt him 

and me, when he turned to that uſual to pick and ſubter - 
tuge of Romaniſts concerning the preciſe number of Fundamentals, 
was whether the Scriptures, do clearly contain all things» neceſſary 
to Salvation. But this general, as I told in my ſixth paper, page 92+ 
may be proved without an induction and preciſe enumeration of 
all Fundamentals, and this I made out by clear Scriptures which 
he never once examined, But 2. take the controverlic betwixt 

Mr. Dempſter and me in the | erage latitude, It was concerning the 

religion of Proteſtants , and not of the particular ſentiments of 

this or that Proteſtant Author, ſeeing therefore as ILtold in my 
tenth Paper pag. 219. that the Reformed Churches in their harmo- 
ny of Confethons had not determined that preciſe Catalogue, ihould 

I have pitched upon it, I had left my work to follow a tergiver- 

ſing Vagrant, 3. As it was not neceſſary, ſo neither was it ex- 

pedicut, that I being a private perſon, ſhould take on me to define 
the preciſe Catalogue of Fundamentals, and the rather ſeeing the 
Romiſh Church extending the number of Fundamentals too farr 
hath Schiſmatically ſeparated her ſelt from the body of the Cay 
thotick Church, Nor do 1 know any thing u. ore de uuctive toy 
the publick peace of the Church, then the raſh aud unad viſed de- 
termination of Fundamentale, for by that means whoever acknows 

ledge not all tneſe , are in the judgement of ſuch __ 5 

cluded 
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duded from the Catholick Church and Salvation, excellently faids. 
Leber, as cited by Mr. Baxter Sgintsoeft , part. 1. page 138. Edit. 
| 4. nihil peſtilentius in eceleſia doceri poteſt, quam fi es que neceſſaris 
non ſunt nectſſari a fiant, bac enim tirannide conſcientis illaqueantnr & 
libert as fidei extinguitar- 4.1t a man believe allFundamentals though he 
cannot, preciſcly diſtinguiſh them from integrals he may. be ſaved. 
Can Rotnaniſts for all the noiſe. they make about Fundamentals 
define the preciſe number of them, why then being ſo often requir- 
ed, particularly by learned Chillingworth and Tillotſon as 1 inſtanced 
paper. 7+ 24g+ 122+ have they never done it? yea Dr. Holden in A- 
nal. ſich lib. 1+ cap. 4+ ams it to be unreaſonable to demand it, 
and inippllible to 2 it, But 5. Its an impudent falſ hood 
which this Pamphleter often repeats in his 5, Section, that Thad 
affirmed that the number of Fundamentals cannot be determined, let him 
inſtance the place without varying my words, when 1 did affirm 
this, Nay I was ſo far from it that I challenged Mr, Dempſter of the 
ſame wary 2 7. Pag- 122. But J:ſuits will not bluth, though 
ed in ſuch Peceadillo s. All his pretext ſor this, is from a 
teſtimony of Mr. Chillingeorth part. i. cap» ; · Sedl. 13+ cited by me, 
wherein that Author afhrms, that more way be neceſſary 20 the 
Salvation of ſome then of others, and th:refore to call for a preciſe Cata · 
logue of points neceſſary to the Salvation of every one, were as if one 
ſhould call for a diall to ſerve all meridians, or for a coat to ſerve the 
Aon in all ber changes. Conceraing which teftimony I deſire 
theſe things to be noted. 1. This Pamphictcy, as if he had been 
left to divine concerning the Author of that teſtimony, ſpeakes as 
one that gave aſpecinien of his great reading, ſaying Mr, Chilling- 
worth, is the Man, 2 [ n vet * had ia my tenth 
219. not only named Chillingworth, but pointed at Ca 
jy x4 where this a ru was he found. _ This — 
Mr. Cbillingwortbs aſſert ion not mine, The moſt 1 ſaid of it, was 
paper. 6. pot 9% What if it ſhould be added, that more is re- 
quilite to the Salvation of ons then another, whereupon a great 
Divine, whom I by name expreſſed paper. 10. pag. 219. ſparcd 
not to ſay, Ce. But I did not pofitivly own his aſſertion. Let 
3+ it may ſaſely be aid that more may be required to the Sal- 
vation of one then of another, and that its as impoſſible to de- 
termine a Catalogue of truths receſſary to the Salvation of e- 
Jag the p as to find out a dial to ſerve all Meridians, or a coat 
to ſetve the Moon in all her changes, and yet not be impoſlible tio 
de 


undamentals, others are onely neceſſa- 
ry ſecundum quid, and Sccundarily, as when a point of trath is di- 
covered to be revealed by God, though in it ſelf it be not ab- 
ſoluiely neceſſary, yet in theſe circumſtances a man cannot disbelie ve 


it, or i n, and continue therein, without throwing his- 
ſeit upon ion. For to — 72 truth is a lin, 
which withour tance neceſſarily i damnation. On this 
account Mr. Chilli v ſaid that the preciſe numbet of necetla- 


ry teuths could not be determined 4 becauſe one may ſee more of 
the material objects of Faith to be revealed than another, and fo 
more may be neceſſary to the Salvation of one than of another, and 
conſequently its impoſſible that a certain number for all ſhould be 
determined, and fo much alſo is acknowledged by Dr. Vane, Lift 
Sheep cap. 8B. pag. $8. Yet this concludes no impollibility of deter- 
mining the number of the firſt kind of neceſſary truth, without 
oy belief whereefno adult perſon may be ſaved, though 
I neither judge it neceſſary nor expedient to be done by me 4 
the preſent, — alſo an Article of religion may be more clear 
+ ly revealed then the Fandamentaly of it, for though it be abſulut- 
ly neceſſary to Salvation that Fundamentals be believed, yet its 
not abſolutely neceſſary, that every Fundamental be believed, under 
this reduplication, as a Fundamentals Among other reaſons, why 
it hath pleaſed the Lord not te reveal the Fundamentality of all 

Fundamentals as dearly, as the Articles themſelves, this may be one, 
leſt people refting on the knowledg of Fundamentals, ſhould 

be leſs ſolicitous in ſearching after other divine truths; which though 

not of abſolute receſlity, yet are very precious. It will be time 

to anſwer his ſquibs and raillery, from the c of the Moon, 

when he has viadicated not only their own M ries who arc 

known for moſt part to be a company of Apoſtate Runnagido's, 

bit alſo the body of their religion and miſſaf trom mulcitarious 

changes, which ſome have not unftly reſembled to a beggars coat 

patched, up, at ſundry times of clouts of many colours, = 

But how ſhall it be known ( faith the Pamphlercr pag $5. Jebat 

Proteſtants ds a gree in Fundamentals, if tht preciſe number thereof 
eaunot be known ? It might be reply ſufſ gent to appeal the ad 


Chriſtians, elſe there ſhould be no true Chri- 


yol 
Church io the World, but let the ticalls of all the Chri- 
ſian Churches in che world .be ſcarched c ſhall not one be found 
about which Proteſtants ate not but upon accurat triall , 


jt may be made appear that its either falſe, or at leaſt not ſimply 
ary to Salvation. Conſequently it may be made evident that 
Proteftants do agree in Fundamentals without determining the preciſe 
number of them. Nay the violent oppolition made to the Re- 
formed Churches by Papiſts and other adver{arics, are no ſmall con- 
firmation that we hold all the Fundamentals, for ſurely if we did deny 
any Fundamental, our enemies, who wait for our halting, and love to 
grate upon our ſotes, would have laid it forth convinciagly-bctore the 
World, which none of them having been able to do, it is more then pro- 
bible that the Retormed Churches hold all the Fuudamentals.Bat who 
faid that the number oi abſolute Fundamentak cannot be pitched up 
on / Surely never l, lcat ued Proteſtants ſuch as Crakantboyp, r 
et and D Taylor ſpare not to ſay that they are contained in t 
Apoſtolick Creed they judge it very probable that the ancient Church 
the Fundament ils to be contained in their Creeds, the Apo- 
7 Nieceve , Atbanaſi an, and that of Conſtantinople, It it be 10, 
then ſurely Proteſunt, agree in Fundamental, for to all theſe Proteſt» 
anti do ſubſcribe and that in the very ſenſe, wherein the ancient, Church 
took them. But Romauiſts have added many Fundamentals not 
contained in thetic Creeds, and altogether unknown to the ancient 
Church, therctore they diſagree from the ancient Church in Fun- 
damentals, yea and among themſelves alſo. Can they fo much as 
agree, what is that Church into whole ſenten:e taith is to tcſolvedꝰ 
add farther if there be ſolidity in that rule laid down by Edward 
Fouler in his deſign of Chriſtianity Seti. 3. Cap. 21+ viz. that be be- 
lieved all Fundament al: who upon accur at ſearch can ſay that be is ſincerely 
wiling to obey bis Creator and Nedtemer in 4/1 things commanded by bim, 
that he entertains and barbours no luſt in bis breaſt , that be beartily 
tndexvout i to baue a right wnderftanding of the Scripaures, to know what 
doftrins are delivered 8 for bettering of bis ſoul, and the direction of 
bis lift and aflions, I ay, if this. be a ſolid rule, then, certainly, we 
hold aff fandamentals of religion, there being, thorow mercy , 
many thouſands of ſuch ſetious perſons in the Reformed Churches, 
who fav uch a teſtimony in theif cobſciences. Yet, I deny not, 
a Aa but 


2. ned, elſe I am aſtaid that 

d orhe | Hereticks will bs ready 
maintain all Fundamentals, and 

con with theſe things which 
in a word, let all the folid Ima- 


decline 
Church date not adventure to be tryed but by that one rule, the 
talſchood whereof has in Sd. 3. been clearly proved, and is mani- 
feſtly partial viz+ that all theſe things are to be. held 
for Fundamental, which the de ſiues to be Such, 


''SECT. v. 


Whether ir che Pypiſh Religion injurious to the Fuadamentals of Chri- 

ffionit 
Ni 
ade 


» 15 | 
| A wet Afitmatively, aud that many ways, for. J. If aBun- 
add adcquare fiandard according to which all the material oby 


damental be taken for the rule of Faith, or the priaci 
of ned Cp. be meaſured, which is the Holy Scripture, as, was 


Cap. 3. Then ſure Romaniſts crre Fundamentally, ſor they 
ſet up another Foundation and rule of Faith, tax. che 


” trnceof their infallible viſible Judge, or to ſpeak in the 


of moſt ren»wned” Jeſuits, the ſentence of the Pope, hence Bell, 
lib. 4. de Pontif. Cap. 3. Sed. Sccundo Probatur , Petrus, & quilibet 
Lav) ary ri Petra & fundamenbaum ecclefie, i e Peter and any ſuc 
c**dmg Yop: is the Rock and Foundation of the Church, and a» 
gain, alictle after eu? predicatio & confiſſt. eff radi x mundi, ſi ile erra* 
ret tout mundut errartt, and Grezter defenſ. lib. 1. Cap. 1, de verb. 
Pri. pag. 16. pro verbo Del ventramur & ſuſcipimns, quad nabiſ pomi- 
fex ex Catheura 8 Chriſlianunam magiſter, omni- 
aunque comroverſiarnne j udtx at ui e proponit i. c. we worſhip as the 
word" of God, what the Pope 1 propoug ut of the Chair 
of Peter as the fuprenit malies of all Chriſtizus, and Judge of all con- 
troveiſies. Though they verbally acknowledge the Apaltolick 
Creed, which is ſuppoſed by many ancient and modern authors to 
compriz: the Fundamentals of religion, yet they pervert; the ſenſe 
thereof, a5. particularly of that Article of the Catholick Chusch, 
as if thert were held out the Gatholiciſm, Jufallibilicy, and ſppre- 

| | macy 


— * of the Roman Church, none of which were ever believed 
by the ancient Church, ſo that to them may be applyed that of 
Anftin Tom. 3. lib. de fid & Symb. cap · 1 · ſuh . i git paucirin Symbole dau- 

Heretici venena ſus recultare conati ſunt» 3. Roma® 
niſts have many-Fundamentals neither contained in Scrip- 
ture nor in the ancientCreeds,by which indirectl and conſequentially 
they overthrow the true Fundamentals of Religion; and the belief of 
theſe fpuriousFundamentals are impoſed by them upon all, who would 
have communion with the Roman Church, whereby all that would 
not be involved m that atrocious treſpaſs of theirs, are conſtrajned 
to ſepatate from them. Many of theſe ſuperinduced Fundamen- 
tals might be enumerated. its indeed a fundamental, that Chriſt is 
the head of the Catholik Church, but who warranted to add the 
Pops as another head ? Its a Fundamental, that Quriſt once offered 
himſelf a ſacrifice for fin on the N t who warranted them 


to add a daily unbloody expiat in the Aſo? Its a 
Fundamental, that God is Refigj to be adored, but who wer- 
ranted them to add that Images alſo arc*xcligioully to be adored? Its 
a Fundamental. that God is to be invocated , but who warranted 


them to invocate Angels or departed Saints? Its à Fundamen- 
tal that chere is an Hell and Heaven, but who warranted to add 


»Pargitory for expiation of venial figs, and the 22 puniſh- 
them 


ment due to mortals fins? Its a Fundamental, that 44 
to reward good works with eternal life, but who warr 

to add chat good works are meritorious * life 2 
more, 6 this kind may be added by which c uently t 
te IAG NG — i thre be A 2 
priatory ſacrifice in if therebe a Pur or cxpiating 

of juſi men, if there be of — 79 Chriſt has not 
fatisfied for all the fins of the clect, nor fully merited eter- 
nal life to us. Thus as Romaniſts do in ducAly overturn the (overaig» 
nity of princes oy dag me Pope a ö over them, is 
— — o they overturn indirectiy the Funda- 
mentak of Religion, by a ſuper-addition of new Fundamentals. 


its 


Of Fundamentals, 
- SECT. VL 


Were the Waldenſes, Wicklevits and Huſſits of the | ſame religion at 
to-F undamemals and Eſſintials with Froteſl anti. 


Ecauſe I maintained the affirmative , the Pamphleter pag. 9. 
95. &c. writs one invellite againſt me. But he might have 
known that this is no ſingulat notion of mine, the ſame being afſer- 
ted by the learned Uſſer de ſmeceſe . eccles. Cap, 6. Voth deſper. cauſe 
Pap, lib, Z» Sel, 2* Ci . 9. Morney myſter. Iniqui. pag · 730. edit. 2. 
Flaceus Illirie. cat al. teſt. Ferit. cal. 1 498. &c · edit Salmmwriey. anno. 1 608 
Dr. Francis Whyt in bis reply to Jeſuit Fiſher pag · 105. 130, 139. 
Prideanc, pre'ell. de viſib. eccleſe Sell. 11 « pri ned. anno. 16 2 4+ Hottine 
2 


ger bift. eccleſ. ſæculo. 1 2, Cedd. 5. Cude. of Charch, of England 
lib. 2. Cap 1+ Sel, 3. Birbeck Proteſtants evidence Cent. 12. Paal Fer- 
rin in his Hiſtory of the Waldewſes, Samuel Morlendin his biſtory of 
the e ical Churches in the valleys of Piemont, and by many 
others were here tedious to relate. The harmony as to 
fubſtentials of Religion. betwixt theſe witneſſes of truth, and the 
Prot eſtant Charches, the author mentioned have copiouſly confirms 
ed both by the confeſſions, and by the Apologics of the Walden» 
particularly of Thean, Guicciardin, Smrius , yea of Cochlaxr, Bel. 
Gretſer &c. Hath not Vottins loc. cit. Seft. 4. ſhewed that the con- 
of Faith ſet forth by the Bebemijans and Huffits was ap- 
proved by Laber, - Mthncbron, Bucer, Mwuſculns and the Upiverti» 
ty of Wittenberg, that Wendelſiin one of. Luthers firſt; adverſaries 
pronounced the Lutherans, nov cr & Germano Waldenjes and that 
jeſuit Grerſer called the Waldruſer And Albigenſer. Calviniaus- 
rum atavor, the Calviniſts Prcgenitors. Yea Pop- Lan 10. in his 
letter to Frederick Duke of Saxany recorded by. Sleidans Comment. 
lib. a. ayes exprefly of Lather, quod iche, Huſſi & Bobemornm 
bereſes antea damna'as reſuſcitet» That he revived the old con 
demned here ſics of Whi „Huſi and of the Brbemians, — 
it is that the remains of the Waldenſes in France arc i 
to the proteſtant Churches. But why ſhould I reſume what the 
forcited Authors have fo largely demonſtrated, viz. that Lunber- 
ans. de tived their docttin from Hufſitr, aud Huſſirs, from Widkle- 
viitr, and Wickleviſts from V aldenſe: > Mr. Perrin and my 


] 
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make mention of many of the ancient writings of the V- 
denſer, which hold forth the conformity of their Doctrins 
with the Doctrins of Proteſtants, particularly one written 
anno. 1 120% entituled, What thing is Anticbrift , another 2 
bout the fame time, entituled dream of Purgator y, and 
a third as ancient as the other two entituled. The canſe of our 
ſeparation frem the Church of Rome. | ſhall only deſire thee 
Reader to ponder the Articles of doctrine which were 

ed on the Waldenſes, either as related by the 2ſogdeburgians 
cent. 12+ Cap. 8. Col. 1206. 1207. or by Reginald in Calin 
Twreiſmo lib. 2. (. . So virulent an adverfaty that modeſſ 
Viker calls him Twrco-papiſts , or as they are reherſed out of 
Aneas Sylt in, atterward Pope Pins 2. by Biſhop Ufſer and 
© thetizs, and than judge whether in ſubſtantialls they agree 
with Protcthants. I exhibit only a few- of them x, That the 
_— is the cot pleat ee of Faith, 2. That the read 

of the holy cripꝰ ute ovght to be granted to all ranks 
perl uc. 3+ „tte i: no purgatory, but that departed 
Souls go mu, diate'y cicher to Eternal torments, or Eternal 
joyes. 3. Thatits m vain to pray for the dead, that being but 
ons. artifice to fatishe the avarice of Prieſts. 5. That the Pope 
of Rome bath no ſupremacy over the Churches of Chritt. 
6. That Meſles are impious, yca that its a fury to celebrate 
them for the dead. 7. That the Sacrament of the ſupper 
ought to be given in both kinds. 8. That its Idolatry to invo- 
cate, and religiouſly adore departed Saints. 9. That the Images 
of-God- and Saints ought to be deſtroyed. 10. That contirs 
mation and extream unction are not to be held among the 
Scraments of the Church x1. That auricular confeſtion is 
not neceflary 12. That oyle ought not to be mingled with water 
in the adminiſtration of Baptiſm 13. That the conſecration of 
holy water and palm croſſes are ludibrous. 1 4. That its impro- 
fitable to implore the nec: ſſity and ſuffrages of departed 
Saints. 15. That ſaying of Canonick hours is but a trifling 
of time 16, That the order of mg Friers were invented 
by the devil. 17. That the Romiſh Synagogue is the whore 
of Babylon, theſe and diverſe other Articles of their doctrin are 
collected Out of the forcited authors by Der Cap. 6. Sec. 17.1 8. 
Now whether they who believed the ancient Creeds and 

to the decrees of the firſt. 4+ general Councils, and mai —_— 
t bu 
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theſe particulars did nat agree with Proteſtants in the ſubſtotitſals 
— — who know the os of Proteſtants. 
them as be» 
* — — rr py > — — 
qpiniens which the Authentich 
records nnd of arſe — they did maintain, Aniwer, the con- 
thoſe-records to one another in the particulars 
charged on the have given juſt occafion to learned Pros 
teſtants to convict records of falſheod and to vindicatc the 
Ingocency. of the Waldexſer, ſee this proligly done by — 
. n 9. to the end; Voes. diſp-canſa pa 
2. 44 alſo Hottinger and Birbeek in the 1 did 4 
—— oye, gr Mr. — 30. bring in 
Poradinrin higAnnals of Burgundy,and Gerrard in bis french Hilio- 
ry — > Ins — 
them, vitia &: corraptelas principum liberizs reprebenderent, 
Gould I then guftiic what themſelves did nor jute, New 
ther docs my aſſertion oblige me to maintain any of their real 
errors, Is it any wonder that they ving in (odark a time, did not 
diſcover fe clearly as we, « errots of Popery ? Havel nat 
oſten told there may be unity in fundamentals, where there ate 
differences as tointegrals ? 

Bat ſayes the Pamphleter, I ſhould prove that thoſe Sells, were 
the Catholick Church-ſpread through the whole World, aud thay 
their doltrine bad ſmeceſſion from the Apoſtles times. It may be 
anſwer ſufficient to remember wy adverſary,that Proteſtants ne- 
ver affirmed that they who went undei the name of the Waldes- 
ſes, were the whele Catholick Caurch, yet a teſtimony 
which Icitcd — ITS ſame ob- 

ion, is ſo repreſented by + I muſt te- 
— and a little more largely then betore. Reyner there 
fore there was never a more dangerous Sid, then that of the 
— that fur tbree Conſer. 1. quia dixturnior, becauſe its 
longer continuance, ſome ſaying that it bath continued from the 
Sylveſter, other / from abe time of the Apoſtles. 2. quia ge- 
— its mere uniterſal, for there is hardly any conntrey into 
which this Se doth not ſpread. 3+ becauſe, other Secs arc ned 
with atrocious blaſphemics, bt «bis of-Leonifts or Waldenſes bat 4 
great ſhew of piety, they live jaſtly before men, they believe all 
well concerning C. d, and all the article: of the Creed. Onely 
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„ and ile inne art 
— the Antiquity, uni- 
the W es is given 


— R 


remit, will lune Fryer Re the W, 
. ̃ oder behold te —— ect 


Apojtles d 
When I read ä — ů—ů had 
given me the fp, for Ido abbovit — — 
prevaricate purpotcly;but: when I turacd over to my ninth paper 
pag- 194» Where the teſtimouꝝ is act}, | foand t he Jcfait to be as 
yoyd ot ſhame, as of honeſty , for thus 1 cite that part of Rey- 
vers words, yes ſome ſay (ſaith Reyner) frm the Apoſtles dayer- 
as 


k this to cite 


—— as witneſſes Pilic bizs, this ſame evaſion — 
long ago by Jeſuit Greiſar, and ſolidly anſvercd by the leardcd 
Uſper de ſucc +1. tor Frier Reyaer atfiounes hinſclf that 
the dect of the Waldenſer was of longer contiguance then any 0+ 
ther ſect ich coald not bryunlels it had continued from the days 
of the Apoſtles, Surcly he could not think that it had its zie from 
Peter Mulda ano z 1cotor Reyrer himicht lived;as is teftified by - 
Nuit Poſſevirria appar» Ce. e 1254+ {b that there ſhould only 
have intervecucd, 9. years betwint the riſe of this Set and 
Leun. But many ſects were of greater antiquity and duration 
then that, therefore that cannot be the Friars meaning, Mr. New 
lau in bis forcited liſt A 1:cap»3e proves that the mhabicants 
A the vallies of Pienumt profcficd the ſame doctime ſunday ages 
betoxo Peter Waldau, arvong the reli he pitches upon Glaxdins 
Archbiſhop of Trin who about the year $20, ceaſed not to 
teach his in this place, (as his ad verſary has Awrelianen* 
ſs confeſſes ) that they ought not to run to Rome for the pardon 
of their fans, nor have recourſe to Saints ar their relicks, that the 
Church is nat teanded on Saint Peter, much leſs upon the Pepe, 
but 
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but upon the dodtrine otthe Apolics and that they ought not to 


— — arr — more 


head of the Catholick Church, the Lord Jeſus Chrilt ? Did he not 
ly opp ugne the ſupremacy of the Pope of Rome over the Catholick 
Church? | Did he not maintain that the Sacrament of the Supper 
ought to be) celebrated under bath kinds? Do not Proteſtants a. 
gree with Hywffrs in many articles charged upon them, by Ana. 
Sylvins in bijt. Bobems. cap-35, how then ſayes the pamphleter, I 
may lay more claim to his name th en to his Religion ? May not 
Roma niſts be aſhamed to make mention of this Martyr Joby 
Haſs, whom their fathers at the council of Conft ance mut 
perhdiouſly, contrary to the letters of fate conduct / am I not ho- 
noured with a peece of further conformity with John Huſi then 
in name onely, viz. to be an object of Romaniſts malice, and 
that it has not proceeded further, I owe tothe mercy of God, no 
to their good will. | 
But (ayes he, Fohn Huſs wa for inv3cation of ſaints, prayer ſor the 
dead ſeven Sacraments, tranſubſtantiation,ves and tho P pe ſuprems + 
cy, all this be would confirm, as from others, ſo from boly Mr. John 
Fox, who according to bis uſual modeſty pag.69. He terms a fiery 
Proteſt ant, becauſe in his Acts and monuments he records the fiery 
and bloody perſecution of that ſcarlet coloured whore of Rome, 
The like he affirms of H erame of Progee. But belides that all theſe 
are fetched from — — trall. 2. cap. 2 · Fell. 3. and that 
when mentioned Joby Huſiꝶ it was not ſo much his particular 
ſentments that I meant, as the doctrine of choſe people; who were 
termed Huta. I ask the Pampheleter whether he gives moſt 
credit to the Counſel! of Comftance,and Pope pixs the 2. or to Mt. 
Fox, Jabs Huſi, and Hierome of Prague now (urcly the Coun- 
cil of Conftance chargeth Jobs Huſ7 as maintaining that after 
the conſecration the bread remains. And whatever Apologies, 
he made for himſelf in this matter this is ſuſtained by the Council 
as an article of his enditement, ſo alſo Mr. Fob Fox in his Acts 
and Monuments pag. 1799. Edit. Lond. anno. 1632 teſufes. 


"I 


Is not this one of the Interrogatures pre+ 
ſcribed by the Council at Conftence ſeſi, 45+ 2 Caras re- 
lates in Suwmms Concily for diſcovery of Wick/cvits and 
Hui, ntrum credat quod poſt conſecrationem ſacerdotis, in Sacra- 
menta. altarii, ſub velamento panis & vini, non ſit panis matcrialis, 
& vinum matcriale, ſed idem per omnia Chriſtus qui ſuit in carne 
paſſus? Doth not Euer Sylvins, or Pope Pins the ad. charge 
the Huſſits as affitming the equality of the Biſhop of Rome 
with other Biſhops, as dilallawing - prayers . to, and invyca- 
tiom of Saints departed, as cbademning the neceſſity of atfi- 
culat confclhon, and excluding confirmatiou from the num- 
ber of Sacraments ? cither then the Pamphleter muſt derogate 
Faith fram his Pope and Council, or acknowledge that Haſſits 
in theſe things do agrte with us. Do Romanilſts hold that if 
a man believe, as the Church believes, he cannot be Heretick,, 
though he err concerning weighty material Objects of Faith? 
have we not much more of Charity concerning Mr. 
Jebn Huſi and Hierome of Prague, who hold not only all the 
Articles of the Creed, but allo acquicſce to the Scriptures as 
the rule of , Faith, and were in a readineſs to belieye any 

int, when the conſonancy thereof to the Scripture ſhould be 

out, as John Huſs did often profeſs before the Council, 
and the rather he living in a time of much darkneſs / What ever 
were the miſtakes of Joby Huſi and Hierome of Prague, yet 
Mr. Fox avouches them tobe Faithful Martyrs of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which he could not have done, if he had not looked on them 
as agreeing with us in Fundamentals. It; not exongh with me 
r any Freie am, as this Pamphleter fAanders us, pag-g8. t hat 
they oppoſe tbe Pope as Turks aud Tartars do. Indeed their Pope 
and ih inquiſitours have a greater kindneſs for Jewes 
and Infidels, and brothelb 2 for Proteſtants. They 
can _— the one at Rome, but not the other. Are the Wal- 
denſes, Jobn Huſr, Hierome of Prague, who miantained the Apo- 
ſtolick Creed,held the ſcripture for the rule of Faith, and abjur- 
ed many Papal errors and Superſtitions, and had eminent tefti« 
monies ot their Holine(s — enemics, to be laid in 
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the ballance 5 2 Proteſtants have need t 
look to ee Ae te expect no mare fayous 
from Papiſts, if alwcrcable n 
then Turk and fri Ep 
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Wberber de the Greek Churches agree with Proreftantt- as to 
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Fa whac add 70 0 oe ae, . — ge 8, 
22 9. Until that be auſwwer roy Fo: upereeany ker. 


Gl ret Ok Ladd theſe two e 1 e 
amphleter, 


on, hr 12 * 400. the procaſſian »f1he 

charge. qr them, of denying of1he iy 
27 om the Sax, by 141 — Þ particularly by ou 
bard lib. 1. ſent. 4. U 1. 2 7 P. Azorius the Feſwit pur + 1+ inis 

Morel 5.8. Cap. 2044-10» aud by P e 
de eomverſ. gemtinm lib. 6, part. 1. Cap. 8. As if Rr 
that matter did differ from the tern Chyrch, — hs 
manger of expretfion, then on the matter. As for the Po 
Inference thence, 1h u the Grecian! deny the dil iudiou of — 
Ks af incon(eq»ential deduction, (iycs Bug Sei.. — 
Sebol aft. tracl. i. d p. q. dub. A. reſel 3. And gencrally the Scotiſts, but 
whatever the conſequence be, the conte quent is mal} fallcly im- 
puted to the Greeians, for the) maiutaiu na ſuch thing. 1 add 
diy that the Greck Church do not ouly hold the, ancient Creeds 
and Articles, agreed upon by the fult four gzceral Councils, but 
alſo do agree with Proteſtants in m3ny of the points whegein we 
differ from Romaviſts, and therctore though they have their 
bmiſhes, I dare not fu, e err Fundamuentally, aud ſo ex: 
dude them from” che Eathoick Chusch. It we wilt judge 
of the Greek Church by. the contellion of Cy their tas 
mous Patriarch and Martyr, which Rv. rend and worthy Mt. 
Kit hath reprinted before his late book, what the conſogancy 
dat wine che Greek aud Proteit int Churches is may be apparent» 
Eporain 
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Part. 1+ Cap. i- who will Criouſ- 
itu the Greek Church 


fe 

more 

— he tn Roman 

more i 

Church, bar not the Hernbeck i 

ſumma comrey. Ab. 11, paſſionate n 

that ty ert is no more | wixt Proteſtant 

— 2 Greck Church W theſe aſlicted 

_ under ſtate of the Oriental Churches, —— 
— at the time ſhall uffice for the agreement of our 


with the Grecian inſubſtantials of Religiou. . 
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SECT. FIIL 
Whether tbe doclrine of Proteſtants in all points of Controverſie 
be gain God and hir mritten word (as the Panph» 
—4 ur) and ſo Tontrary to the Fundamentals of Reti- 


is the Pampbleter boldly aſſerts and wndertakgs to prove 
n his bold undertaking is ſeconded with weak 
nd C It Scripture be ſo clear to de- 
termine all points of contreverſic berwixt us, to what pur- 
were all his Cavills Concerning an infallible viſible 
the corruption of originals, the unfaithfulneſs of tran- 
ations, ihe ity and ambignity of the (ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture, the inſufficiency. of nicans of interpratation &c. Is a 
ay by nimble that he 1 Tanaear himſelt 8 — 
can inſt Scri at his pleaſure 7 Is not this 
an uſual fate — to be inconſiſtent with it own 
ſelf. Sorex ſus Judas. In the general, I ſay, as to all the 
Scriptures he perverts, there is not one of them but Protcltants 
have. a nd times vindicated from the detorſion of Ro- 
wanifts. Many of them are moR fooliſhly applycd, and que- 
ons betwixt Papifts and us, are either Or i 
miſrepreſented, 1 Nauſcat to examine childiſh. Huff, yet 
left I ſhould only confute him with contempt, I everly touch 
18. . 
1. Then be ſayes pag 106. we proteſt againſt the geodneſs of 
God, in ſaying / ſome for Hell, independently from their 
5 contrary ts I Tim. 2+ 2 Pet. 3. It he mean that Prote» 
Rants do fay that God appointed to Damn any to Hell 
though they ſhould never be gnilty of fin, he calumniatecs us 
egregionſly, Never Proteſtant taught that any ſhould be 
damned to Hell, but for fin. Did not the Council of Derr 


a. I» Cats 7. make the object of predeſtination bomi nem lap 
Jam. 
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fam. i. e. Man in his fallen eſtate? How then could he ſay 
that Proteſtants affirm that God creats men fur Hell indepen- 
dently from fin ? Did eact Pro teſlanti fay-more then that Scrip- 
ture Prov. 16. 4+» God bas Created the Wicked for the dryof 
evil. As. for that tent, 1 Tim. a. knew ba not chat 4. 
in Enchirid Cap« 103. 2 it de geveribur of 
wen of all ranks; not of all individuals of mankind? And the 
other place 2 Pet. 3- 9» nor willing that any ſhould i 
is reſtricted in the very Text, to the Elect, the was hav 
a rcference to the huet, thus he is long ſuffering towards 
us, nat —.— any , nancly- of us, the Hect, th 
perith. But de not Jefvirs wire, while they malte 
decree © of Ech 46 be fi on the ef var 
works; which Seriptore Tritees'a fruit ofEkQing Tove, 
1.3. Dothey notoverthrow the v;amportcocy of God 
by attributing to him incfficacious wills 7 How is it that all 
_— ſaved, if he willed al to be faved / Does he vet in 
ven and Earth whatever phenfes hint, Tua 235+ 3. 
2. He ſayerbbid, we protet ug dinft the 20 of God 
Chrift % de fer all, ks = 1 Cor. 13» Ne — 1 
leid, 15. The Pamphlcter might have known that Protes 
frantsdo not exclude from the Reformed Churches, the ſeatned 
Camere, Amyrald, Capelhur, Dallzut who with many others, th 
pecialy iu the Frey Church offert univerſet redemption. 
But if ir were fair to toad an adverfary with all the conſtquents 


which follow from his principles, do not ke rhe 
connexion berwixe them, It might with more rexfon 
be faid, that Jofuired Romatifſts do both the Jaſkee 
and ot God, affirming the moſt of them to be damned 


Eternaffy, 
Rom $.3 4. who if be that eo l 
not the work of Fanſeuins lib. le,gr-Cbr ſerveq2o. to evi 
the 'opttion of univerſal - on to be ant tothe 
d of the Ancient Church, N. 4 
will it not be hai to veconcite the dpimenm of 
with mat ſaying of S. Avſfin. 102, EG,. Now perieu- 
nas ex ili pro quis Chr iH eft uri. I. e. Notonedorh 


petiſh for whom Chriſt dyed. The Scripture cited by the 
Pamphleter is moſt impertinently alledged 1 Cor. 13.25. 47 
#, Adam all dyed, ſo in Cri 


| all all be made alive. If the all 
there 
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were. univerſally to be underitood far every on of 
— would follow that all menkind hu have etenm i Li 
and be faved etcrnally, which none hut an i& can affirm, 
Therefore that all is to be waderfiood only of all them whom 
Ou ißt the ſecond Adam did repreſcut vit · the ek &, not of all 


23+ Þ4g+ 107, be fayes me protest againft'the Fuftice of God, 
ſaying 1644 God punifher mr for us we canner da, con'raryto 
Heb. 6+ 10+ God in not onrightronste ferger their work, A perti- 
nent diſſ indeed. That Scripture. ſpeaks of Gods re- 
wading, works, Which Proteſtants deny not, but of 
Gods puniſhing the want of good works, which we could 
not doit ſpeakes not at all. A Sophiſter ought at leaft 
to have a ſhew of pertiuency. As tg the thing it (elf, never 
Proteſtant af med that God damned any for - inability, 
but ſuch is the pravity of our Nature, that with our ina- 
bility ta do good, oftentimes we joyn 2 voluntary neglect 
of good works Fob. 5-40. ye will nt eme to me that ye may 
heave Life, and for this it is, that che ſinner is damned, ought 
he ohh what his adverſary maintaines who —— 
takes (0 cot fidently to oppugne him ? 
+ 4+ Ibid. He ges, we proteſt again the wiſd me of God, 
ſaying that God obliges us to things irapoſſible , whereas 1 Joh. 
5. 3. bis commands are ve hearty, We do not fay that God 
any things fimply impcibble. Any impollibility 
that is, we have contracted it ſunully in the loyns of our 
laut Parents, and fo God is not to be bland for it» This 
accidental jmpoiidility to keep the Law perkeAly, Scripture 
frequently holds out Rom. F. 2. that which the Low would not 
doe, in that it was weak, through the fleſh ver, 8. they 
that: are in the fleſp cannot pleaſe God Jah. 42» 3% thy 
cem d net believe Matth. 7. 8. 4 corrupt Tree cannot bring furtb 
goud frait, ſee Ecelt ſ. . 20. this lan old Pelagian Heretic againft 
which Aujtiz and Hicrom did . diſpute, as if the children of 
wen were able to fulfil the Law of God perſectiy, by ordina- 
ry. weakures of Grace given to them in time,revived by Pa- 
pits and Quakers contrary to cxprels Scripture 1 Joh. 1. 8. 
10. blowing up wretched finners with vain fancy of a 
hulels Rates as for that x ]b. 5. 3« bis comm ad art xot grie- 


UNI 


Ood ore 


bills, in ſome 
ſega wr road 


d, ye! de "Rom N 22, Lueg ia the 
im of God after abe inward man, yet = 
ſo 


thing / we offend all, but offences the Lord graciouſly 

dons to penitent believers through the blood o Chriſt 

ſtill to chem his commendements arc not grievous, Dan 
ö | $ 


ſhould be concluded a lyar. Be aftoniſhed O heavens at ſo 4 
6. Ibi faith, we proteſt agai , 
ſaying, that God bas mot given an infallible Fudge. Whereas Pe- 
ter ſayet, ne Scripture is of private interpret ation. Nay Sir, we 
do but proteſt againſt the pride and providence of your 
Pope, God having given the-Scripture as an infallible rule, 
there is no neceſſity of an infallible judge, becauſe Scriptures 
are not of Private interpretation, therefore the gloſſes impol- 
ed either by Quaker, or Papal Euthuſiaſins onght to be explo- 
ed, as flowing from à private ſpirit, We are ſo far trom 
allowing of private interpretations of Scripture that we de- 
lite all to be examined by the publick ſtandard of truth. 
7. Ibid, ſayes he, we proteſh agai jt the efficacy of +Chrilts 


death 
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death, ſaying, that he bath freed ur from the pain, but ne from the 
it of fin. comraryto 1 Jeb. 1. O 1 of a Je- 
its logchead / let the World judge whether they, or we * 
poſe the «thcacy of Chriits death, ſath. They fay he died 
many Who ae, ot ſhallbe damned, But himfelf will ackn 
ledge, that we lay, far whomlſoever Chrift died, they are, of , 
{hall be ſaved. 2+ They fay Chriſt bath not fatisfied” for 21 
the fins off them that ate ſaved, not for theſe they call ve- 
nial, ror. for the tempora} puniſhment due to mortal fins , 


but. we ſay Chriſt Gatisfied fully for all fins of the Elect. 3. They — 


lay remiſs cxlps new rem ittisir pens, that the fin may be re- 
mitted and not- the puniſhment; that a proper punifhment 
to be undergone here, or in Purgatory, may be kept over the 
head of a Creature, after pardon, But we affirm, that when 
Gn _ the puniſhment is diſcharged, what elſe is fe- 
million, but the diſſolution of the obligation to undergo Pu- 
niſhment ? May not all fee the incorfit of theſe Jeſuit te · 
nets with that Scripture — — 1. 7. The blöd of 7 
Chriſt cleanſer us from all fin then charges he us, as ſzy- 
ing that Chriſls blood trees us from the pain, but not 
rom tho guile of (41? Nay on the contrary, we affirm that 
the blood of Chrift frees us both from the pain and the gyuile 
We judge "it impoſhble, that the one can be with- 
other, what is gullt but the obligation to puniſhment? 
2 man be frced by a holy and Juſt God from puniſhment, 
lie under the obligation to puniſhment ? But | believe 
which this ignorant Pampbleter drives at, 1 1h. f & 
corruption may be pardoned through (be blood of Chrift, 
finſwl _—_— remain in believers, ard in this what 
lay more then St. Auftin lib. 1. de nupt. & (oncupiſe 
us non fit, ſed wt non imputetur 7 Doth not the 
was in a juſtified eſtate bewail his ind wel! 
concupilcence, Rom. 5. 24? Yet from it alſo the blood of Chri 
(hall-make us free, though here while we ate In age, It 
de left tor exerciſe. Upon the hope of victory is that 
— Rom. 7. 25+ thanks be to God through Jeet 


L. Pugs 108; He fayes' we pro: Saif God: order, tying 
ſandlification to fab only ( Ibelieve he would have faid Juſti- 
Cc fication 
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to Jam. 2. 24+ Its not we but Romanifts whiz. 
22. Je God in the Juſtification of a ſinner, 


2 the Apoltle conclude, Rom. 3. 28. That 4 mgn i 


i juflified by faith withnu the deeds of the Law. Indecd that 

ns Faith chough it be ſols in the inftrumentality of cur jultitica» 
be tion, as (me ule the phraſe, yet 1 
0 ; joyned. with other races of the ſpirit and-fr in 

g & works, For 2 juſtified ſtate and the ſoundneſs of Juſtifying Faire 


is. demonſtrated by. good works, which is that which James 
affirms, I muſt ule the Freedom to tell this Pamphleter, that 
I ſuits do not under ſtand the nature of juſti cat ion, and there- 
tore they. (till, confound it with SanRitication. 

9, Ibid. He ayes we proteſt againſt the appointment of God, 
ſaying that good. works dane by grace do not merit, contrary to 
Math. 16-. where its ſaid that Chih foal render 19 every- one ac- 
cording, to bis workg. It ſeems this man citesthe Scripture by 

s as well as the Fathers, for in all the-tenth of Mabew 
; teſiimony is not to be found, There is indeed mention 
of the reward of a righteous man, but that reward and me- 
rit arc reciprocal correlats, is more then all the Jeſuirsin 

4 Exrope will prove. Doth not the Apoſtle Rom. 4. 4+ diftinguifo 
berwixt a reward of Grace and of debt ? Is not the reward ot the 
righteous the free gift of God, zerrope, Rom. 6. 21. and 
therefore doth not "IC merit, how pitcouſly do our 
miſhonaries cheat their ites in this matter: When we charge 
on them the proyd and doctrine ol merit, they 
ordinarly alledge it to be but a calumny of Proteſtants, yet here 
the denial of merits. is charged on usas a fundamental erros, 
Is not Bell. in the end conſtrained to take him to his tuti 
Do we contradict the appointment of God, when we take the 
ſureſt way ? What more ordinary for Romanſis on dying bedy 
then to renounce their merits, I could give an inſtance of a near 
friend of mine, whoſe memory I honour, the moſt moral petſon 
I ever knew of that Religion, who about half an hour be- 
fore his death, did folemply. renounce all his own merits and 

he had nothing to lean to, but the merits of Je- 
Chriſt alone, It can be no good point of Religion 
that, the beſt, of them muſt, renounce at death. 

10. Ibid. Sayes he, Ne protejt againſt Gods divine authority 

is 
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z drying the real preſence, contrary to the Scriptures fa Ye 
" 


preſence, 
| aud Capernai.ical preſence under accidents of , bread 
— wine, which Scriptureno where aſſerts. As Scripture Lys 
This is my Body, ſo as cxpreſly after conſecration , its called 
bread 1 Cor. 11, and the heaven is ſaid to contain his rea] Body, 
nay as we ſhall prove cap. * It cheſe words were not taken 
in a Figurative lenſe, ay ould imply a manifeft contradi- 
tion. Knows he not & Auſtin rule, that when the pro- 
ſenſe of words does impart a flagitious crime, then the ge- 
nuine ſenſe of Scripture is ſigurati ve? now what a crime is this, 
that the living body of Chriſt ſhould be devoured by men? 
nor can this be avoided, but by taking the words in a Fi- 
gurative ſenſe. 
14+ Ibid. We proteſt, Caith he, againft Gods command, in forbid- 
ing Images as Idols, be having ordered i Chernbims 10 be ſet 
on the ark of the Covenant, Exod.25, O dating impudency! Is 1. 
mage worſhip commanded by God ? Sure then the 2d. com- 
mand Exod. 20. 4, 3. muſt be none of Gods commands, as in- 
deed Papiſts have rafed it out of ſome of cheir Catechiſins, yet 
we forbid not all Images, but Images of God and the 
Trinity, or Images ot any thing for adoration. Produce, who 
can inſtitution or approbation for that in all Scripture. The Che- 
rubims were i ſer aboyc the ark, but no command fer the ir 
adoration, 
12+ Sayes he, We proteft againſt Gods prattice in denying bo- 
nour to Saints , contrary ts 1 Sun. 3. 30. them that bin ur me, 
I will bowonur. Who docs not fee this whole diſcourſe to be 
a Rapſody, either of calununies, or impertinent allegations ? Did 
ever Proteſtant deny hopor to Saint? We only deny that they arc 
icligiouſly to be adored, Arc honour and religious adoration terms 
reciprocal ? The civil Magiſtrate and living Siints ought to be 
honoured : Yet I ſuppole this Pampheleter will not ſay they 
ſhould be religiouſly adored. And would be alſo infer from 1 Sam.2. 


30. that wes Saints, the Creator his own creaturcs ? 
Might not (ugh foolrics have been rather expect. d from a 
child, then one who would be reputed a Rabbi. 


13+ Ibid. be ſaycs, we proteſt azainſt G41 diſpenſation by de- 
wing the Power given % Apottles aud their Succeſſors to for 
* \ 
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h. , f ore 
Nag yt yer hoy cok 


proteſt againſt your i on conſciences a neceſſity of 
auri of all fe, how ſecret fo ever, to your 
Priefts, which God _ — 4 — — ago! an ; 
| uſurped power of indulgences, which neithert 

— Paſtors of the ancient Church ever aflumed. We proteſt 
againſt an abſolute authoricative power of forgiving (in by men, 
who cannot infallibly know who are truly penitent, and who 
not, We grant to Paſtors of the Church a miniſtcrial and 
conditional power of abſolution. To them is committed the 
word o/ reconciliat ion 2 Cv. 5+ 19+ and no more is granted 
Fob. 2 23. The ſoveraign abſolute power of forgiving fin 
is claimed by God, as his Perogative royal Ii. 43. 25« 
Micah. 7.1%. Nor can it be aſcribed to any creature 
without blaſphemy. For who can forgive tia but God Lak 
5+21? yet 2a miniſterial power of ablolation is cxercif-* 
cd by Paſtours. 1 by the miuiſtery of the word. 2. by the 
adminiſtration of the Sicraments. 3. by prayer. 4+ by the 
relaxation of the cenſues of the Church, as is Judiciouſly 
expounded by the Reverend Bſhop of Armagh, in his anſwer 
to the Iriſh Juul challenge, enp- 5, and the ſober and Judi- 
cious among Romanifif themſelves are forced to acknowledge, 
that no more was given by Chrift to the Apoſtles, So Fern, 
annot. in Job. 20. and comment. on Muth. cap 6. though 
ſayes he. as heis cited by the {aid Biſhop of A ieh it b:the propet 
work of God to remit (ins, yet are the Apoſtles (aid toremit alſo, 
not ſitaply,bat becauſchgy apply theſe means whereby G d doth 
xemit fins, which means are the word and Sacraments,to which 
we add the relaxations of the cenſures of the Church and prayer, 
14. Pag. 109. He yes, we proveft again# the Sari fallin 
which Juſtice require for our Sint , even afier the guilt it 
forgiven, by denying Purgatory 3 contrary. t» 1 Cor. 3. bimſelf 
Hall be ſaved, 7 4s by fire. O the (cared Conſciendes of 
Jeſuits who arc not afraid to write at this rate / Know thete- 
tore that our proteſtation is againſt the injury, which Roma- 
niſts do both to the Juſtice of Go4, and to the compleat 
fatisfaQion of Jeſus Chriſt, by aſſerting Putgatory. If Chriſt 
have Satisfizd juſtice fully, then Humane Sitisfactions in Par- 
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gatory are forged in their mint houſe at Nome, If not bor- 
rowed from the old Platonifts and fare. ians. If Juſtice 
were tiy fati-fied by Chiiſt, enn juſtice demand 
- new. ſatisſaction fram the delinqaent? If the gait be forgi- 
ven, then all the obligation to pupiſhment is diſſolved, ſo Juſtice 
can demand no further ſatiskactions. We deny not, bat 
agardoned Saints, ſuch as David, may be exerciſed with Pa- 
ternal chaſtiſements, that they may be the morę ſenſible how 
bitter and evil à thing it js, that they have ſinned againſt the 
Lord; but proper ſatisfiction to Juſtice by departed Saints 
in aplace you call Purgatory, Scripture no where affirms, 
Your eyes muſt be anoynted with papal Chriſm, that yon ſee 
ſo clearly your Purgatory in that place 1 Cor. 3. I ſappoſe 
Anquttine was as clear fighted an —_— as you, yet to him 
it ſeemed not fo — he held it for one of theſe places in 
Paw! which are hard to be underſtood, lib. de fid-& 2 
and queſt. 1. a Dulcit. It (cems ſeſuit Cotton ſaw not ſuch clearnels 
in it ſor Purgatory, when as Thuas records lib.13 3. he would en 
quite at the devil wht were the cleareſt Scripture for Pur - 
gatory : The Diſfi:ulty of this Scripture appears by the per. 
plex:d diſputes both of ancient and modern interpreters concern · 
ing it, in ſo much that Bellarmi ge lib. 1.degpurg.cap-5. conleſſes 
it tobe, n1m ex difficilintis rotins Scripte, one of the hardeſt 
places in all the Ble. B:tore he can make uſe of it for his 
Purgatory, he muſt fight not only with Proteſtants, but alſo with 
Fathers, yea ind with others Popiſh authors. But it ſcems this No- 
ble diſputant, who fnatches up any thing that came next to hand, 
hath never examined what 13 brought by learned Proteſtants, to 
enervate all inferences from it for the Popiſh Purgatory, as fiſt, 
that the Apoſile do:snot fay,he (hill be ſaved by fire, but as it were 
by fire; now though the particle ac, ar, be not alwayes a Note of 
ſimilitude, yet ſutely its moſt frequently (6 taken, and that is its 
moſt proper ſiguification, who then can infer, that a real 
fire js here meant, 2. the gold, hay and tuble , of which the 
Apoſtle ſpeakes in that context are metaphorical ,mult not then 
likewiſe. the fire be metaphorical 3dly, of the word fire be 
taken in that ſam: ſenſe verſe i 5+ in which its uſed verſ. 13. when 
it is {21d that the fire hall try every mans work, (as it ought ſaith 
Ethins in 1 Cor» 3+ 13. Yea Chumice Panſtrate tom. 3+ lib. 25» 
Cc 3 cape 
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Cap. 14 Sed. 6. ſayes that this v never queſtioned before Bellare 
mines, time) then ſure this fire cannot be tac Popilh Purgatory tire 
for that fireverſc1 3. Is not Purgatory fire as Bellaymine himſelſ 
proves by. many arguments cap» 5. Sed. alii iutelligunt, the fice 
verſe 13. tryes every mans wirk, but Papiſts do not ſay that e- 
very mans work is tryed by Purgatory fire. Aud therefore 
Bel. to ipforce this Scripture to ſpeak for Purgatory, Kin» 
dles in it three fires, two in verſe 13. and a third diſtin 
trom both in nb THR 6 bee conflagration of the 
world. 24ly. gp I pay. Gay 
imaginary fire of Purgatory in verſ» 15- But this ground} 
fancy ot Bellarmi nes triple fire is confated to our hand by Eſthi- 
ur. loc+ cit, though be ſuppreſs the Cardinals name. I appeal all 
Billarmines favorites to produce me one teſlimony of a Fa- 
ther, or one ſolid reaſon for this triple fire in that Scrip- 
ture. Leaving therefore for Brevity other arguments, aud 
the different opinions of Fathers, and latter interpreters con- 
cerning that difficult place, albeit their expolition, who by 
the day verſ. 1 3+ undcritand a time in this Life, and by the 
fire, the word, and ſpirit, af the Lord, which are compared 
to hre Jer. 23. 29. Math. 3. 11. by which all doctrines, yea 
and works alſo ſhall be cxamincd, albcit I fay this expolition 
might be maintained againſt all the cavils ot Romaniſts and 
is maintained by Chamierlib. 26. cp. 11, 12, 133 14+ yet | 
(hall chooſe with learned Dalles lib. 1+ de penis & ſttiefatt. 
cap 16. to come a little nearer to the Cardinal, I grant there- 
tore, Not only that by the builders the Apoſtle underſtands 
the teachers of the Church, and by th. Hay and Stable, ſu- 
perfluous and uncdifying doctr ine, But ako that by the day 
may be underſtood the day of the great and general judge 
ment, Which Bellarmine coutrms by ſundry probable argu- 
ments, and (aycs that it was the (cuſe of all the Fathers, of 
many I confcls, but I will not y all, and therefore Ejthi- 
t ſhews more ingenuity with his Fere, almoſt, then the 
Cardinal with his cance, all, Nay 1 further grant to him, 
that by the fre trying cvcty mans work, may well be un- 
deeſtood, the {vere Judgement of God at the Great day. 
Hitherte Lellarmine, and 1 have gone along in <xpounding 
his Scripture, but now Wheu it comes to the puſh, we di- 
vide, 
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vide, at the laſt. For Bellarmine,: that he may ſay 
ſomething Tor the Papal intereſt would have theſe words 
werſ, 15+ he ſhall be ſaved as ) fire underſtood, thus, 
he (ball be ſaved having vafled thorow the fire of Pur- 
ry. Bur this is repugnanr to Bellarmines former 
conceiſions, for this ſaving as by fire, falls our the day 
when the fire (tall try every mans work, as is clear 
from the context, but that is by Bellarmines conſeſ- 
fion, at the day of Judgement,. conſequently this 
cannot be by. the fire of atory, for then the fire 
of Purgatory according to Romaniſts, will be ex- 
tint. 1 ſuppoſe therefore the learned Oallæus has hit 
upon the tight ſenſe of the words, thus, he (hall be 
ſaved, jet w:1th lofs ; he (ball looſe the comfort of his 
work, and the additional reward: of grace, which he 
might have expected, had he been more faithful. Na 
it will be a miracle of mercy that himſelf is laved, 
he ſhall be ſaved. with difficulty, So ſtrict and ſever 
will the. Judgement be that he muſt undergoe, that he 
(hall be according to the phraſe Amos. 4.171. as a fire 
brand pluckr out of the burning, By this time I hope 
u will appear that Romaniſts travel in vain, when they 
2 beat ſome — out of this Sctipture, to kindle 
ir Imaginary * 
13. Hd, He ſayes, proteſt againſt ib 
ternal Prieft-hocd of Feſus Chriſt. according ta the order of 
Melchiſedeck, by rejeding the | ſacrifice of the 
Maſt, contrary to Mal. 1 16. We firmly believe 
Chriſts eternal Pricſt-hood according to the order of 
Melchiſedeck. But the abomination of an unbloody 
and propitiatory ſacrifice in the maſs; as derogato- 
and repugnant to the per ſect ſacrifice offered on 
the croſs, we juſtly. teject. Can there be a ptopiti- 
atory ſacrifice without ſbedding of Blood Heb.g.322 
Can there be a proper ſacrifice without the deſtruction 


of 
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of ihe thing; (acrificed\?\ if the ſacrifice of Chriſt 
upon the croſs was perfect, why then muſt it be re- 
peated . if ic was ofpecially in regatd of the Mafye 
ficrifice tat. 4 l dt did prefigure Chrüt, why 
did got ibo author ws che Hebrews, whois fo pur. 
all in nome tuting rhe rt ſemblances betwixt Adrlebiſen 
deck and Chriſt, once mention that # yea doth he not 
purpoſely as ſecms exclude it, when he if he be 
often affered, then muſt he often lufferÞ Will the ob- 
lation of the Maſs be: etettal? Do not Popiſh au- 
thots acknowledge , that it will be interrupted, when 
their ſuppoſed Antichriſt (ball come > And will Chriſt 
then — cn after the order of Melrhy- 
deck? Can thcit rs agree. upon a ptoper ſa- 
— ua the mais ꝰ whar one ſayes, docs not 
another confure 2 ye may try, if ye can condeſcend to 
me on that ſacrificing act, and the thing ſacrificed. that 
caw ex pime che ſins of living and dead. If you pon- 
det theſe hirtꝭ, I ſuppoſe you may find gtoutd to look 
upon your Idol ſacrice of the Mafs as an abomination 
Adelson ſer vp in the holy place. But bow then 
is Chriſt a Prieft for ever aſter the or der of Melchiſes 
deck, if be but once aſſened b:nſelf 2 1 wonder that le- 
ſuits who ptetend to ſo much acuteneſs, do not advott 
that there are more Sacerdotal acts then the acuilob- 
lation of the ſacrifice. -VVas not the high Prieſts inter- 
ceſſion in the holy of holies a ſacerdotal 2&? does not our 
Lord -Chrift Hire” for cer 201 mate inter ceſs in pe 5 
25? In the perrennint vittue of that one bloody fas 
criſce once offered dn the croſs, by zhich he has ſor 
cv perfected them that are — Heb, 10. 14. as 
tor \char place. in Ml. 1. ye will fay more then all 


the Jetuits that tue gone before you, if ove, 
thaf it __ of your labriſice of t Maſs; Murk 
more uſual 


for prophets of the Old Teſtament, then to 
ptedict 


predict New 1 Tn „ | 


Teſtament rites ? Have not our on An 
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2 b e Wee 
aftions, which Ku. 13. f. ate call 
ee ſacrifice te God, Does not Malachy 
in ** ſame verſe pre chat incenſe ſhall be offered ap, 
h your corrup — vul gar vetſion hath omitted it: 

Bell. lib. U mic. 19, acknowledges that iris ſo, 

th in the Hebrew, ai in the tranſlatioñ of the ſeverny. 
But the _ is without n 
taphorically, o incenſe of Prayer, as Pſal, 14m. 1. 
Why then ou ht not the kacrifice allo elde in 4 
ſpiritual 3 not the ſame propher alachj ſpeak 
of Levites allo cap. wh 3. and he ſball purific the 
nes Levi. t they may offer unto the Lord 
ing of Righteouſgels, and this alſo in reference 
Goſpel times, as —_— acknowledges (ap. (its 

gee hope they will not {ay a proper Levitical Prieſt- 
to be le op aber ths Goſpel, why then 2 pro. 

2 _—_ Hence AMoreſ. againſt Tirin controv. 22. 

. {ays that not only the dee Paraphtaſts and 

* — but allo a Romanilſts, der Clarias, 
and Fatablus did ex the place ſpirituꝛl ob· 
htions fo alſo did Fertul. lb. contro. lndevs, as is ac- 
knowledzed by 4 lande. Nor are we againſt the ac- 
commodation which Fathers ha vs wage of it to the Fq- 
chatiſt, as co 3 — eychariltick' or ſig- 
nificarive facrifice. ; As for the Cavil- of Bella? mine, 
cdu of Huatly, 4 lapide and other popilh con roverfiſts, 
to porvert this teſtimony of Malachy tos propitia. 
tory ſacrifice of the Maſs, they arc hoy nelly con ute 
by D. Mfortau in Wi of che Sacrament kb. 6 
Ca 


TY Sn 
. Trader. . 4 
Cap. A. and. Mare. in the plict cited, not to mention o- 


ee ee 
16, 4% la 1514, Ne layes, We proteſt againſt al 
0041 12 * word, by eating! 2 ſ been iq: 
H bim. Dots their \whi conſiſt in ys 
ing -repreſcnrations > Let the world therefore know, 
we deny not free-will to man, we freely aſſent to 
Auſtin. Fpift. 48; td Falntioum, if there be not grace, 
how Thall God ſave the world > tf there be not frees 
will, how ſhell he judge it? and with Bernard de 
gra. & Ub, art. take away free will, there (hall be 
nothing to be faved, Take pox grace there ſhall not 
be a mean, whereby any can be faved. ' 7 freely grant 
that all the exhortationy, 'promiles,, and threarnings of 
the word probe that God deals with men» as ratio. 
val and free Agents. Only we proteſt againſt two 
facrilegious crimes of Jeſuired Papiſts in reference to 
this matter. 1. That ander 4 pretence of exa'tirg 
many free. vi, they overtary the abſolute Neteſſity of the 
free grace of God, as it an unt ate man couſd do 
things truely acceptable to God, contrary to ſiculent 
Scripture cm. 8. 7. S. Joh. 15. 3. Matth, 7. 12, Heb. 
11. 6. Hence Vincent. Lirinerffs in commonit, cap. 34» 
quis ante profinum Pelagram's who ever before 
profane Playin did ſo pᷣteſume upon the ſtrength of 
free-will, as to Iniagine that grace was not necef- 
fary to every good work. And Concil, Auranſ. 2. 
cap. 7. If any fay that by the ſtrength of Nature, 
bonum aliguid quod ad ſalntem ite eterne per tinet, yea c 
' $bare wt. exprdutult cligere, too think iechack any thing 
as we ought Heritico falktar ſpirits. 2. 
We proteſt againſt them, for overthrowing the efficaty of the 
ace of God, to exa/t the Diana of free Will, as if 
2 Ele& and Reptobate nad a ſufficient grace,” u_ 


\ 
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the rcaſon why one is ccnverted, not another were 
not the prede termining power and influence of grace, 
but bec1uſe the one by his free-will impreves his ſuf · 
cient. grace bettet then the other. Yea the 
r Malina ſpares not 10 fay that the mea - 

te of Grace may be in him, who is not con- 
verted entitatively, more then in him who is 


_ converted, and yet through the nial-improvment 
of {rce-will 5050 miſcarry, ſnou'd not this ma 


make himſelf to Affe t from. another, and have where- 
in to goty, contrary to the Apoſtle, 1. (or. 
| „ how then ſhould God be ſid to work 
both to wil and to do of his own good plea- 
ſure „ h I. 2, 1; > How (Fould the ſe high epi- 
thers, and elogies be made of the cſſicacy of Gods 
working on believers Epve. 1. 19. the rxceedirg 
greatneſs of his power ronard them that beli ve. 
What meant 4u{t12 when he ſaid that God wrought 
in us, #ndecÞrabiliter. I Know it would require 
fomcrhing of a Scholaſtick debate to clear the 
conſiſtency of free-will , with the efficacy of frec- 
grace to which J will noe at preſent digreſs. 
Only to cut off all the Cavils of litigious I. faits, 
1 lay no more neceſſity upon the wilt of man, 
ten do Thom: and Dominicart, if Jeſuirs dare 
nor pronounce them Hereticks, neither can they 
us, this account. 

. By this time | hope it may appear, that in all 
theſe particulars , the doctrine of Proteſtants is 
conform to the Scriptures, and the doctrine of 
Rowaniſts repugnant thereunto- And fo it hath 
befaln this Sophiſter, as did the army of Eu- 
genie the Tyrant, — darts which they threw 

2 


againſt 


* 
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aiuſt The od and his impetial Army, were dri ven 
back by the wind into oe ſees of them that theew 


th m 

1 had almoſt forgot that the Pamphletey, pag. 104. 
emits we to the -raucheſfane of the reformed Geſpel, 
and to the Manu?! of Controve rfiev, I believe in- 
deed he is bettet verſed in theſe erifling Pamphlers , 


then either in the Scriptures, or writings of Fa» 
Gers. He will not offend, / hope, that I commend 
to his peruſal che teplyes made to the, par- 
ticulatly to Mr Tombs Romaniſm— diſcuſ. 


ed ag unt H. Ter be. vile his Hanunl of ( antre- 
der foes. ; 


0. 


| CHAP. v. 
Coeerning Tranſubſtantiation, aud the Number of 
| | Sacraments. | 

125 ſeventh Paper againſt Mr. Dempſter, pag. 126, &c. 


findung him to be of a tergiverfing humour, fo that albeit 
be was oft cavilling about the ambiguity of Scripture, yet 
d he neither argue againſt the perſpicuity of Scripture, 
nor anſwer arguments brought fort. I could judge no means 
ſo probable to convince him of his Errour, as to pitch upon 
Scriptures which Romaniſts ſay do moſt favour them, 
to demonſtrate that theſe are clear for us, I did begin 
with that, Hoc eff Corpus meum, This is my Body, and offered to 
do the like, p. 129. with other controverted Scriptures, ſuch 
as Luke 22. 32. Mat. 16, 18. 1 Tim. 3. 15. Fob. 21. 16. But 
though we exchanged divers papers thereatter, Mr. Dempiter 
had never the confidence once to examin that argument a- 
inſt Tranſubſtavtiation, far leſs to fall upon other places. 
Scribler, who now appears, ſuppoſes he hath ſolved that 
De as Sampſon broke the withes wherewith 
Delilab had tied him, Judg. 16.9. Yet I hope to make him ſen- 
ſible of his miſtake. | | 


SE CT. . 


The Popiſh Figment of Tranſubſtantiation. briefly Confuted, 
and the Authors 2 againſt it, vindicated from the 

| exceptions of the FPanpbleteer. 
TD Affing by his undervaluitig and approbrions words, I firſt 
take notice tharp,'1 12. he ſays, 1 Wing only « Philoſopbical 
nn; de prove that theſe wrd, This is my Body, are 1 
be taken in Figurative ſenſe * But if he be pleaſed to review 
har L faid , te wilt find I brought an Argument from a 
Seripeure-Mednrnr, Kill confirvied the ſence of Proteſtants 


- 


ven vde teſtimony of Ain contre Adimantum , cap. 12. and 
* Ft Tertul. 
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Tertull. centro ud. cap. 40. None of which this vain-glorious 
df adventures to examine. | 
was ſo far from looking upon that Argument which I 
brought as the only (Appotter 4 o Doftrine, that I adver- 
tiſed Mr. Der, Pap.7. pag. 127. of armtes of Arguments 
brought by! Whit , Chanmier , Morton , Neibenws, & c. to 
prove the lame concluſion. Doth not the ſenſes of all men 
in the world, find real bread aſter conſecration ? Did ever 
God deceive the ſenſes of alt men, through ſo many ages? 
tt che Argameur from (eaſes were fallacious when the 
and Medium are rightly di and the object within 
venient diſtance; how did Chriſt uſe it, . Lick. 26. 38, 39. 
Why d thought: aviſe in brarts, bebold my bands and my 
ſert, that it 4s 1 my ſelf, me, and ſer, for « Spirit bath 
not and bart, as ye ſee ma have. Doth not conſe- 
c Bread and Wine. nouriſh Bodies as other Bread and 
Wine ? j — and turn to worms when 
kept ? Have not perſofis been poy ſoned thereby? Will either 
meer accidents, or the true glorified body of Jeſus do fo? 
Was it ever heard that the and — thing 
did deſtroy or annthihte c? have Romaniſts here to 
conſecrare but Bread and Wine The glorified Body of our 
Lord Jefus Chriſt, I hope is above their confecration , and 
doth the benediction of the Bread make it ceaſe to be? Doch 
not two things, verbum, and edlem, as Aut in well obſerved 
Trac. Bo. in Jeb. A wifibleclement and an audible word, concur to maky 
up a Sacra mem / It the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine ceaſe, where 
have they a remaining element which hath a Sacramental Ana- 
logy with the Body and Blood of ? Will they ſay that a 
6 of meer accidents without a 4 wh are an element with 
ch un Mg reſemblance? Is not the end of a Sacrament to 
confirm us by things viſible in the faith of inviſible myſteries? 
Is not the figment of tranſubſtanciationa thing ſo incredible 
to reaſon, that it rends rather to (bake faich than to confirm 
ir; is it credible if Chriſt had meant by, theſe words that tie 
Bread was Tranſubſtantiated into his Body, thartheDiſci- 
les who were ſcrupulous about far leſs matters would not 
ave moved one ſcruple concerning this ſtupendidus myſte- 
rie? Are not figurative exp very frequent in Sacramen- 
tal purpoſes, as Gen. 17. 19. Circumciſion is my Gems 
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Exod. 12. 11. The Lomb is the Fer „ IC. 16. . the 
Rock is Chriſt ? Doch not Romaniſts. ac multi- 
tude of figurative expreſſions in the juſtification of the Sup- 
per? a when the faid, 1 Ce. 14. 24. 1, is % Body 
which is » Was it then broken? Was there not there, 
Enallage #? SoinVerſe 25. Ibis Cup i the New Yefts- 
mens in m 4 are there not more figures than one? Is 
not the cup put for that which was contained in the cup ? 
Can either the cup, or that which was in the cup be cal 

the New Teſtamenc without a Trope? Why then judge they 
ito piacular a crime to expound theſe words in the ſame 
inſtitution; This ts my body eguratively ? It not often 
called bread after the confecratidn, as 1 Cor, 10. 16. 1 Cr. 11. 
26, 27. La a man Examine bimfelf, and ſo let him Rat of this 
Breed Can they reconcile theſe e ons with their 
notion of T 


in, 4d. 3. 21. Are we not prohibited to believe theſe, 
ſay, loe here is Chriſt, or there, or in ſecret Chambers, 
— — — net 
expoſe t to „ not 

only chrought the uncertainty of the Priefts intention, upon 
whichy to them, depends the conſecration ; but 
alſo through many other contingencies, ſuch as the Prieſts 
erring in the pronunciation of the words, — — 
ein vever have certainty, they being but ſecretly whiſpered, 
and though heard, darh every one underſtand Latin? Heard 
he never of the Prieft, who having — to confecrate, 
faid, Aar ſum cu era mes What thould i blot Paper with the 
abſurdities, which many have deduced from the replication of 
Chriſt's bod — — t __ — — places. the pe- 
netration of a y of Jeſus in every point, 
and the exiſtence of accidents withour a ſubje#, Doth not 
Rmatus Des Cartes, — 7 — Philoſophers, queſtion if 
there be ſuch accideurs in the werld, as the Schools did com- 
monly teach about the time of the Lateran Council? Is it 
not a goodly article of Faith, which is calculated to the va- 
riable and problematick Hypotheſes of Philoſophers, which 
Ff 2 may 

/ 


4 of — 
may have the vogue in one age, haps with more 
reaſon be ex — in another. Muſt 11 ſtand and fall 
with the Sect —— Is ir not che height of Impu- 
dence to ſay that the words of the · Inſtitution are clear for 
their Trantubilantiated prefence , ſeeing Stem their ſubtſe 
Doctor conteſſes , that had dot che Church interpoſed her 
den uitioi no man could have from them eoncluded Tranſub- 
ſtantiation ? | [t's not the perſpicuity of —— according 
to Scotus that made the myſterie of Tranſubſtantiation clear, 
but the Lateran detinition ; and yet its ioned alſo, if in 
that Lateran Council it were defined. | Are we the nett who 
held the ſence. of theſe words figurative? Did not Auſtin po- 
' ſirively ſay as much, contre Aman. cup. 12. Is not Theod, 
very expreſs, Dial. T. Demian impoſuit figno nomen corperis. 
25 . 1 — renee — he, exchanged names, 
cerperi ſus impeſuit namen figni, & impoſurt nomen corporie 
ſui, & ita qui ſe vitem ipſe voc abut, vecabit ſ vm ſ. Juren 
and again 41 aich he, viſible $ ls with the 
Names of — and blood, Non n«aturem mutando, ſed 8 

tiam nature adjiciende, grace thrers. What Nature or — 
ſtance, but by addi t need I more, ma 
not their on Canon — mauths, 4ifh, 2: ds conſe 
cyat; Can; bac ei, and the pon. ware FU EIU 
_ that the —— ts = calle 

proprie & in mi verigate, not perly, 72 

— rw, ba by _— — ge os — — 

— bn . Vea, have not 
Spalat. bib. 5. — laſtrud 7 11. 
9, 10, 11. &. And Malin de Novitete ot arcs Arava yo 
that the current of Antiquity — what 2 


world of iuterminable debaces hath chis of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation raiſed among their own men: So that hither may 
he * 110 ai 4 
Corpore de Chriſti „4 Jenguine lis eff, 
Deg; mods ſu oft, non habit medum. 


But leaving theſe. and ſuch like grounds of « of Arguments | 
againſt this bloody Doctrine of I ranfubſtan which 
pPapiſts have ſhed the blood of many thoakands of B of Proteſtants. 


I come to examine the Argument Which this Pamphleter ſo 
much undervalues. = 
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And firſt, I muſt remember him of one branch of the Argu- 
ment which he hath not touched, which he will find in 
pag. 129. what Chriſt took in his hands, what he did break 
and bleſs, that he gave to his Diſciples , and affirm'd to be 
his body 3 but it was bread which he took into bis hands, 
which he did break and bleſs ; Ege, It was bread which he 
and affirmed to be his body: Now all kuow, and Bell. 
th acknowledge it, that the body of Chriſt cannot be pre- 
dicated of - Conſequently the propoſition mult be 
figurative; both the premiſes are clear in the Series of the 
context; ought not this Jeſuit either to have been more 
ſparing in boaſting, or elſe more through in examining the 
Argument ? . 
ext | come to try how ſolidly he hath behaved himfelf in 
what he bath couched. Laſecred indeed pap. 7. p.127. that theſe 
— Crit, 1 bis is my body, according to the Romiſh gloſs, 
would be inexplicable, faſſe, and imply a contradiction, and 
ently their gloſs could not be genuine: Tam (6 far 
from being removed from my judgment , by reading this 
let, that the ſhallowneſs of his Anſwers do the more 
rm me. And firſt I faid it was inexplicable', and there- 
fore defired Mr. Demſier to let me know what Chriſt meant by 
bee, thi"; for if he meant either the bread or the accidents of 
bread, the ſence muſt be figurative; for theſe are not in a 
ſence the body of Chriſt. And by bec, this , Chriſt 
could not mean his own bedy,it not being yet preſent when bac 
this, was pronounced; Nor could he mean, Exs in cenſuſo, indi- 
vagum, or commun ſub ſpeciobus 3 that u, ſomething 
under the accidents of bread, Chriſt himſelf knew not whar, 
which are the deſperate ſhifts of Schoolmen. This I'fay, 
cannot be the meaning, unleſs they come to that height of 
Blafphemy, to affirm that Chriſt's underſtanding was clouded 
with — ſo that he kre not himſelf what he meant 
le, this; To all = he anſwers, 2 112, 113. 7% hoc, 
8, fignifyed notbing determinately until the la word, or prodicate 
— qe pronounced. A noble Solution A wry 
and worthy of the acumen of a Jeſuit ! Doth he not by ſaying 
that when Chriſt pronounced this, it ſignifyed nothing at all 
inately , confirm what I fay, that their gloſs renders 
thepropofition of Chriſt inexplicable ; for I can put no other 
« gloſs 
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gloſs upon the words of chis Pamphlecer, but that neither the 
Apoſtles, nor yet Chriſt himſelf underftood what bee ſigni- 
fed, when it was figit uttered ; it ſignifyed nothing deter- 
minately, then it would appear it ſignifyed ſomerhing, but 
indeterminately, what can this be, bur che ind. viduum vegum, 
that others talk of z chat is, in. ay apr ſomeching, but 
Chriſt himſelfknew not what. Was the mind of our Saviour, 
in whom are all treaſures of wiſdom and knowledge, fo 
clouded ? Though it were granted, that the hearer could not 
underſtand ſo diſtinctly, what were meant by hec,th2,until the 

icate & whole propoſition were uttered, yet ſure at the 1ſt 
ering of the ſubze&t boc, the (peaker bimſelt knows as perfet- 
ly what he mins by it, as when the whole propyſition is uttered, 
Now the queſtion berwixt Ramauiſti and us, is, what Chriſt who 
was'the ſpeaker, under ſtood by tb, when he uttered it; 
Sure it could be nothing,. but chat which be had in his band, 
at the preſent, but at the preſent he had nothing in his hand 
but real bread, for the body of Chriſt was not ſubſticuced in 
the place of bread, according to tae principles of Tranſub- 
ſtantiators, erga, boc, this, could ſigniſie nahing but bread, 
and chat — 6 and conſequently the propoſition 
muſt be gurative. ſe a man out à piece of 
Gold to another, ſhould fay, this i a Jab, who could 
deny, but — at the firſt pronunciation thereof, he did 
underſtand the piece of Gold ? whether he or I do quibble com 


coming on matter, others may judge. 
- Ladded Secondly, pag. 128. that according to the hoi 
loſs, this propoſition of Chriſt's were both falſe, and 
ſhould i ly a manifeſt contradiction. This I confirmed two 
wayes ; Firſt, becauſe a true affirmative propoſition de pv 
ſenti cannot produce its own object, elſe in that inſtant of 
Nature, wherein the propoſition is conceived before its ob- 
je, as the cauſe before its effect ; the propoſition ſhould be 
true, as is ſuppoſed, and not true, becauſe the object in that 
iuſtant is not. Secondly, becauſeat leaſt in that inſtant of 
time, wherein the copula of an affirmative propoſition de 
preſenti is enunciated , the object ought to exiſt. But 
— "= — — —— inſtant — 
wherein Chriſt pronou the copula of this pro 
This is my body, © Chriſt's body was not in the Sacrament, and 
| there- 


D 
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therefore the on in the ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiators 
__— _ + 2 ment — 2 113. 
Aleadg thus 01 at. ve tion iſt 
— 15. Tha is m — — Bom wo ver 
produce its own ohe j and pag · 115. he adds mauy more, vis. 
let the light be made, let the firmament be made, young man 1 ſay 
unto thee, ariſe, I will, be thou bealed. I wonder that with 
theſe words of God, fiat cxlum, he did not joyn theſe of rhe 
Pope, Ks Cardinals, whereby his Holineſs , like another 
Deity, by two words, of a kind of won ens, creates 2 Cardi- 
nal. Vet I mult take leave to tell him, that in none of theſe 
examples, is there an inſtance of an affirmative propofirion 
de preſemi producing its obyect, meer imperative words, ſuch 
as fiat lux, let there be light 3 and the reſt mentioned 115, 
are no affirmative propofitions, but meer commands. *Doth 
. God affirm every thing to be which he commands to be? 
What, a Jeſuite, and not able to diftinguiſh betwixt one 
affirmative propoficion, aud a word of command? If any of 
his inſtances ſeem to be to the purpoſe, its that Fob. 15. 
This is my command, that ye love one awother. But neither is that 
an affirmative propoſition de preſenti, producing its object. 
Ihõpe the Diſciples were bound to love one another before 
that, conſequently the command of mutual love had a pre- 
vious exiſtence. If therefore it be asked, what Chriſt meant 

bee, This, in that propoſition, 1 do not fay with the Pum- 
er, that he meant nothing dererminately, till che whole 
propoſition was uttered, but he meant the command of loving 
one another, which was in force before he uttered that pro- 
poſition 3 and chat the following words, that ye love on# a0- 
"ther, are added but exegerically, chat the Diſciples might 
uadÞitand , what was the particular command he meant. 
And truly the Diſciples had as much need of this explicaci- 
on, after the prolation of the predicate as of the ſubjeR. 
For when he had ſaid, 7bis is my Commandment , they had yet 
been at a loſs what the command was,unleſs he had ſubjoyned 
this explication. If it be enquired, may not an affirmative 
prope Ition de preſenti be x command quead primum ſuum eſſe, 
and have its ſelf for its obie&t ? Anſw. Though that were, 
yer would it not follow that an affirmative propoſition de 
peſemi is producti e of its object; I ſuppoſe — 
| uffici- 
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ſufficiently demonſtrate chat it is repugnant ts reaſon that a 
thing ſhould produce it ſelt, at leaſt, as to its firſt being? 
In that caſe ic would only tollow that the propoſition were a 
formal command, or a ſignttication of the will of God, ob- 
liging to obeclience ; but not that the propoſition ſhould be 
a command, aud yet produce the command; that I ſuppoſe 
were ſtiſſ a contradiction. 

As there is no ſolidity in his retortion, ſo neither in his 
oſiti ve anſwer which thus he delivers, — propoſition of Chrijt 
ſaith he) © true in the inflent of Nature; ſed non pro inſtanti 
Nature, but not for the inſtant of Nature, even # to day 1 may t uh 
affirm what will be to morecw, It I miſtake not, he ſtill involvgs 

hiaſelf in contraditiors. As to day he cannot truly affirm, 
de preſenti v hat ſhall only be.zo morrow , ſo neither can he 
in this inſtant of Nature truly affirm de preſent; what ſhall 
only be in the next. When à propoſition for any inſtant, 
whether of time or nature, afhrms that to be de prejenti, 
which is not in that inſtant, chat propoſition is ſurely 
diſconform to its object, and conſequently falſe. It there- 
fore that may truly be affirmed de preſenti , which is not 
de preſenti, then the propoſition ſhould be both true and 
falſe; true, and not true, at once. Nor do Idejirey a pra- 
ical knowledge, as he ignorantly affirms, by denying that 
an affirmative propoſition de preſenti can be productive of its 
object. Who beſide him ever affirmed that all pradlical know- 
ledge affirms its objeũ to be before it « Were not this indeed to 
make all pract cal knowledge to imply a contradiftion ? 
Now, whether he or I deſerve his civil Complements of 2 
Don Quuck- Sort, and whether their figment of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, or the Doctrine of reformed Churches, concerning” 
the ſenſe of this propoſition of Chriſt, be the Cher and 

mill of giddy brains, is remitted to the Judgment of unbyaſſed 
perſons. 


„ 
The Pamphleters Superficial reflexions on the number and 


Nature of Sacraments, examined. 


r the number of Sacraments , I had the more 
largely inſiſted in my Tenth Paper, becauſe Mr. 2 


( 


* 
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fterhad Solemnly appealed me to prove the Doctrine of the Re- 
\, formed Churches as to that thing. But how Scabrous a Reply 


is given by the Famphleter from p. 115. they who indifferently 
compare both may judge. The enumeration of the pamphleters 
omiſſions in this one queſtion would draw long, I mention but 
one, though each of the five Romiiſh Sacraments, Confirmation, 
Pennance, Marriage,extream Unction, and Orders were ſeverally 
confuted, yer thisGhoſt of Mr. lers had not the confidence 
to examin what was objected againſt any of them. 

To Supply thoſe defects, he betakes himſelf, as his cuſtome 
is, to ſome jmpertient clamours. As 1. That this tenet of two 
Sacraments and no more, is 4 fundemental of the Proteflant Religion. 
2. that this is peculiar to us, all the reſt of our Tenet: being dived fron 
other Hereticky. 3. That it was « year before this anſweer to Mr. 
Dempters, query did appear. To begin with the laſt of theſe, I 
anſwer, that my Reply to Mr. Dempſter: tenth paper was inread- 
ineſs within a moneth, and communicated to ſome friends, but 
could not be delivered through Mr. Dempſter: diſappearing. To 
the firſt of the other two, I anſwer, its a manifeſt falſhood did 
Inot prolixly ſhew that if there be any controverſy in Divinity, 
wherein an adverſary may wrap himſelfup in Logomachies, 
this is it. And that as the word Sacrament is explained more or 
ſewer, may be aſſerted. Ought not proteſtants to know what 
are the fandamentalls of their one Religion better then a Ro- 
maniſt ? Doth not learned Whittaker prelef?. de Sac. q. 6. cap. 2. 
declare that any errour in this matter non eft cepitalis, the 
preciſe ſeptenary of Sacraments is a fundamentall ofthe Romiſh 
Religion, and therefore the Council of Trent. Seſ.7. Can. 1. hath 
anathematized all that hold any otherwiſe, yet I hope this 
foundation was Sufficiently overthrown in my laſt. To the ſe- 
cond, I anſwer that Papiſts Simbolizing with Hereticks, hath 
been demenſtrated in many 12 but our concurrence 
with them in one reall Hereſy hath not been proved, nor can 
be, by all che Caball of Jeſuirs. As to the Do&trine of two Sa- 
crements, the Magdeburgian Cent. 12. Cap. 6. Col. 1206. from 
an ancient mapyſcript fhew that it was one of the Poſitions of 
rhe Waldeuſes, Dia eſſe Ecclefie Sacramenta, Baptiſmum & cænam 
Demini, either then the Faldenſes wer Proteſtants, which is con- 
trary to what he ſaid before, or it is falls, that this is peculiar 
to proteſtants. Were not jutin Martyr, Tertullian, Cyprian Ambroſe, 
; oF: Cbryſoſt. 
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Chyſeft. Anſlin, &c. of the ſame mind ? He may remember Anſtim 
numero Pauciſime, Epiſt. 118. and his Gemina, lib. 2. de Symbol. ad 
Catech. cap.6. and other touches of Antiquity ro this purpoſe in 
my tenth, which yet wait for his examination. His gloſs upon 
Auſt ins , that be meant only two chief Sacraments, is to di lute, 
he mighcas well ſay, there are but two Planets, or chat Faceb 
had but two Sons, meaning two chief ones. But why ſhould 
theſe only be called the two chief Sacraments, ſeeing according 
to Romaniſts, Pennance is more neceſſary to Salvation then the 
Euchariſt ? I appealled my _—_—y to Inſtance ſo much as 
one Father that affirmed a preciſe ſeptenary of Sacraments, 
mould we not heard of it, if it could have been given? 

It's true that p. 122. He hath ſome inſignificant hints at Dem 
and Auftin, and firſt he begins in Luther, de cap. Bab. granting 
thet Denys the Diſciple of Paul ſtood for ſeven Sacraments. I have 
not that Book of Luther by me to try the Citation, But though 
the Pope would affirm it, as well as Luther, I can ſay, from an 
ocular inſpection, that it's a groſs miſtake. Yea, Bell. J. 2. de 
Sac. in genere c. 27. confeſſes that Denys in his Book De Hierarch, 
Eccleſ. (which was the proper place of treating of Sacraments) 
omits three of theRomiſh Sacraments, Matrimony,extream Un- 
Aion and Pennance. Learned Criticks have demonſtrated that 
the works paſſing under the name of Denys the Areopagit, were 
not written by the Areopagit Pauls Diſciple, nor as appears 
within the three firſt Centuries, neither is that Author of the 

eſent Roman Faith, nay, on the contrary, he is ours as to 
the main ſubſtanrials in controverſy, he is not for communions 
under one kind, nor for the Prieſts ſole receiving, nor for ex- 
hortations, leſſons, and Prayers in a Tongue, which people 
cannot underſtand, nor for invocation of Saints, or = 
on of Images or Creatures, nor for praying for Souls in Pur- 
gatory, yea, nor for Tranſubſtantiation, &. as may farther 
appear, cap. ). who will affirm he is for the Romiſh preciſe 
Septenary of proper Sacraments, neither more nor leſs, I ma 
fay, either he hath not read Demi with advertency, or he treſ- 
paſſes againſt * of Ingenuity. If the Pamphleter 
can prove that w and ade, are taken by Denys in the 
ſtrict notion, wherein a Sacrament is uſed in this controverſie, 
and that they are applyed by him to the ſeven Sacraments 
pleaded by the Romaniſts, and to nothing elſe. I ſhall _— 
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ledge I have learned a leſſon from him. Next for Auſtin, the 


Pampbleter ſays, be bath all the ſeven Sacraments, becauſe in 
one place he gives the name of a Sacrament to one, and in another place 
10 another, put to pre-occupy that cavil in my Tenth paper a- 
gainſt Mr. Dempiter, I did advertiſe that Auſtm frequently uſes 
the word Sacrament in a large ſenſe, and attributes it to many 
things, which neither Papiſts nor we hold for Sacraments, as to 
the Sign of the Croſs, meat given to Catechumens, yea to bo- 
lygamy, inſomuch that Bell. lib. 2. de ſac. in gen. cap. 24. Seth 
Lotionem pedum non eſſe Sacramentum, e not only 
Auſtin, but alſo other Fathers, 1 Ambroſe, Innocent. 1. 
called many things by the name of Sacrament, which are not 
proper Sacraments What need I more, where ever ſaid Auſtin, 
or any Father, that there be ſeven proper Sacraments neither 
more nor leſs? Till this be proved, is there not reaſon to 
hold Romaniſts as Innovators in this matter. 

How comes this quibling Sophiſter, who anſwers nothing 
to what was objected againſt their five ſuppoſititious Sacra- 
ments to ſnarle p. 117. at the Scriptures which I brought to 
prove Baptiſm and the Lords * to be Sacraments, vis. 
. 2. 38, 39. 1Cor.11.23,24,25. Is his Indignation fo great 
that we admit not their five new coyned Romiſh Sacraments, 
that he would turn out of the Church Bapeiſm and the Lords 
Supper, which beyond all, venture are of Divine Inſtitu- 
tion, and of 1 obſervation in the Chriſtian Church? 
Did he forget himſelf, when peg. 120. he brought one of the 
fame Scriptures (at which here he cavils) to prove Baptiſm to 
be a Sacrament ? Doth a Jeſuits breath add ſigniſicancy to a 
Scripture, which ſignifies nothing from a Proteſtant? Or is 
his choler moved That I called Sacraments Seals of the Promiſes of 
Salvation Did not the Apoſtle call Circumciſion, to which 
Baptiſme hath ſucceeded The Seal of the Rightconſneſi which 
P by Faith, Rem. 4 11. Is rot Baptiſm by Theo. Ih. de Divin. 
decyer, epitome, called desc, V h azaduy x; Ths i 
dreglores Me, the earneſt of future good things, and the type 
of the Reſurr-Fion to come. Doth not Befil, Ub. 3. contre Ku- 
nom. ſay, de d ve N Bantiouan Hirpegy cart, 
we muſt firſt Believe and then be Sealed by Baptiſm ; what 
ſhould I cite Tertul. de penit. or Autin lib. 4. de Bapt cap. 24. 
might he not have learned from _ the Jeſuite Tem.4 Diſp. 3. 
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3. Punt.1. That Sacraments are in a manner Seals of Divine 
iſes ? Doth he not alſo Fund. 3, compare Sacraments to 
the Seals of Princes annexed to their Patents ? Ought he not at 
leaſt to have been better acquainted with the Roman Catechiſm 
ſer forth by Pope Pins Nine, which teaches part. 2 cap.1. g. ). 
that when Chriſt had promiſed forgiveneſs of ſin, and heavenly 
race, he did inſtitute ſenſible ſigns, Quibus eum quaſi pignoribus 
— baberemus, atque ita fidelem in prom'ſſts futur um nunquem 
dubiteremus, that is, whereby we might have him obliged as it 
were by pledges, and ſo we might never doubt of his fidelity 
in his promiſes? Who could defirea more full explication of 
Sacramental Seals? Doth not the Scriptures at which he cavils, 
ſufficiently hold forth that Sacraments are inſtiruted for the 
obſignation of promiſes ? Is not this the ground upon which 
Peter, Afi. 2. 38, 39. exhorts thoſe to be Baptiſed for the Re- 
miſſion of Sins, becauſe the promiſe was theirs ; if the Promiſe 
was theirs, then their ſins were already pardoned, and fo Bap- 
tiſm was to be adminiſtred for the oblignation of the Promiſe. 
Bur ſays he, there is no mention of Salvation in that Scripture, 
how childiſh is this objection? Is not Salvation contained in 
the Promiſe ? Is there not an Infallible connexion betwixt te- 
miſſion of Sin and Salvation, Rom. 8. Whom be juſtifies, them be 
lorifies Doth he Seal to any remiſſion of Sin, to whom he 
eals not Salvation? Can the other Scripture, 1 Cor. 11. This 
Cup is the New-Teftement, bear any other tolerable ſenſe, but that 
the Cup, that is, the Conſecrated liquor in the Cup, was a Seal 
of the New-Covenant ? Can any Romaniſt deny that this pro- 
poſition, The Cup is the New-Teftament is figurative? Can any 
fay that the Cup was Tranſubſtantiated into the New-Teſta- 
ment? If it could have born another congruous ſenſe, ought 
it not to have been declared when this Sophiſter was quarreling 
at the ſenſe given by me, what needs more, doth not Eftbius a 
Popiſh Commentator in loc. give this ſenſe, That which is con- 
tained in this Cup, is that by which the New-Teſtament, Sa- 
citur & confirmatur, is ratified and confirmed. 

Was it pertinent for this Caviller when oppugning our Do- 
Arine of the Sacraments, being Seals of the Covenant, to di- 
greſs as he doth pag. 120. to another queſtion, Concerning the 
efficacy of Sacraments / Do we deny their efficacy? God torbid. 
The Pamphleter tracing the footſteps of Bell. Lb. 2. de = 

acr. 


Of Tranſubftantiation, 445 


Sac, cap. 2. ſays, We make Sacraments but nuda ſigna, bare ſigns. 
But this is an egregious Calumny, as may appear not only by 
the private Writings of Proteſtants, but by our publick con- 
feſſions, particularly the Scottiſh conteſſion, Art. 21. Quicungz 
nobis detrabunt quaſi affirm=<emus vel crederemus $acramenia nibil 
ali eſſe quam mda & vacua ſigns, injuriam nobis faciunt & contra 
mani ſeſtam veritatem lequuntur, to alſo the Belgick conteſſion, Art. 
33. We do indeed deny that Sacraments confer grace ex opere 
operato, as the Council of Irem hath defined, Seſſ. 7. Can. S. Bell. 
lib. 2. de eſſedl. Sac. cap. 1. acknowledges opus operatum, to be ill 
Latine, but it is worſe Divinity, unknown to Scripture and 
ancient Fathers. Our Learned Whittaker præled. de \acr- in ge- 
nere g. 4. cap. 1. ſuppoſes Scotus the quodlibetick Schoolman to 
have been the firſt Inventor of that barbarous Phraſe, The in- 
conſiſtency of Popiſh Doctors with themſelves, and with Scri- 
ptures and Fathers in this matter, is largly proved by the ſame 
Auti r. and by Chamier, lib. 2. de Sac. in genere from cap. 1. to 
cap. 11. and Gerard loc. com. de Sacr. cap. 9. Sed. 1. 2, 3. Only I 
would be reſolved what Sacramental grace this is which Bell. 
and other Romaniſts ſay is produced * the Sacrament ? for 
they manifeſtly diſtinguiſh it from Faith, Repentance, and 
Love. And how Bell. ſays, that Sacraments ſometimes pro- 
duce the firſt grace, and yet this opus operetum, ever preſup- 
poſes Faith, Repentance, and holy affections and diſpoſitions 
of the ſubject, ſhall it preſuppoſe theſe graces, and yet pro- 
duce the firſt grace. It ſhall be time to me to confute you, 
when you come to underſtand your ſelves. 

Though this Pamphleter lays aſide my definition of a Sacra- 
ment, not daring to tell why, yet I will uſe him with more 
Candour, for og 120, this definition he infinuates, That Sa- 
cr aments are viſible or ſenſible ſigns of the inviſible grace they produce in 
the Soul, as Inflituted by Chrift our Lord for ſandification, and in this 
ſenſe, ſaith he, there be ſeven ſet din in the Goſpel. Behold the 
Fox! ſhould he not have ſaid, and no more, as the Council of 
Trent hath defined? What a disjunctive is this he gives, for the 
genus, viſible or ſenſible ſigns? are theſe reciprocal terms? 
Is every ſenſible ſigne viſible? Or if a Sacrament muſt be a 
viſible ſigne, what needed the word ſenſible ? Doth not this 
deſcription agree to things which neither Papiſts nor Prote- 
ſtants hold for Sacraments, as to the Preaching of the Goſpel, 
ies a ſenſible ſign, c. Nay more, this deſcription, though 
many 
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many ways peccant, doth decart moſt, if not all their five ſpu- 
rious Sacraments, either they are not viſible or ſenſible ſigns, 
or are not inſtituted by Chriſt, or at leaſt not to produce our 
ſanification ? Was Balſamated oyle in Confirmation Inſtitu- 
ted by Jeſus, &c. doth not Jeſuit Suarex in 3. p. tom. 3. 9. 72. 
diſp. 3. ſe. 1. &c, acknowledge rhe contrary ? tie — A... at 
Huge de S. Viftore, Lombard, Bonaventure, Alenſu, and Alti ö 
whether their extream Unction was inſticuted by Jeſus, what I 
pray is the viſible ſenſible Sign inſtituted by Chriſt in Marriage 
and Pennance ? Were Marriage and Orders inſtituted to pro- 
duce grace? It would be ſupererogation to add any more a- 
gainſt theſe five Sacraments, until he have anſwered what I 
wrote in my tenth paper againſt Mr. Dempfter. 

But doth not this Pamphleter bring ſome Scriptures for the 
controverted Sacraments Peg. 121, I confeſs he doth, but ſuch 
as conclude nothing for him, all theſe having been often 
vindicated by Proteſtants from the derorſion of Romaniſts, 
yea, ſome of them wer touched in my tenth reply to Mr. Dem ter 
yet he ſets down the Scriptures barely, as if they contained in 
terminis his poſition, ſuch is the daring boldneſs of Jeſuires, as 
if their Dictates and gloſſes upon Scripture were to be received 
without any reaſon. 

For Confirmation he cites two places, Ad. 17. he ſhould 
have aid 4d. 8. 17. and 2 Cer.1.22. But neither of theſe prove 
the preſent Romiſh confirmation to be a proper Sacrament ; 
Not the firſt, in which its only aid, Then laid they their bands 
upon them, i. e. theſe that believed, And they received the H 
Gboſt, is there here any mention of Oyle or of Balſome, whic 
Pope Exgeniws the Fourth, and the Council of Florence, in Decrets 
ad Infirxit Armen. and the Roman Catechiſm, Part. 2. cap.3. q 6. 
affirm to be the matter of this Sacrament, or is there mention 
of theſe words which the Pope and Catechiſm g. 10. call rhe 
Form of this Sacrament, viz. ſigno te ſigns crucis, &c. Doth not 
Eſtbius in 4. Sent. Did. 7. Sed. 7. confeſs this to be the more 
common opinion of Romaniſts, that the Apoſtles uſed no Un- 
Aion in Confirmation, how then can an Argument be drawn 
from this Scripture, that their Romiſh Confirmation is a Sacra- 
ment? In that Scripture there is only mention of impoſition of 
hands, bur in their Confirmation there is no impoſition of 
hands, (as Dalleus learnedly proves, de Confirmatione lib. I. cap. 6.) 

but 
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but only an anoint ing and croſſing the Forehead with the Bal- 
ſamated Oyle by the nger ola Biſhop, which can no more pro- 
perly be rermed Impoſition of hands, then the ſprinkling of 
water in Baptiſm upon an Infant, can be fo called. Did ever 
any ancient Father expound theſe words of Anointing and 
Croſſing with Balſamated Oyle ? Are not Romaniſts then ma- 
nifeſt Innovators, who have ſubſtitute a Sacrament of Balſama- 
ted Oyle, which hath no veſtige in that, or any other Scripture? 
Beſides,Sacraments are exhibitive of ſanctifying grace. But how 
can it be proved, that by the Holy Ghoſt which here is ſaid to 
be received, are meant the ſunctifying Graces, and not the edi- 
fying Gifts of the Spirit, ſuch as ifts of Tongues, Miracles, 
Cc. which in the Popiſh Schools paſs under the Name of gratia 
gratis data # Sure theſe Samaritans were Baptized, Believed and 
received the word of God, Ad. 8. v. 12.13. 14 before Peter and 
Fobn came down to them, and ſo had the ſanctifying graces of 
the Spirit, but the Holy Ghoſt, as here ſpoken of, had fallen 
yon none of them, verſ. 16. Undoubtedly therefore by the 
oly Ghoſt here are meant the — gitts of the Spirit, and 
not ſanctifying graces. Was not the falling of the Spirit upon 
theſe believing Samaritans, like the falling of the ſpirit on theſe 
of Ceſares, Ad. 10. 44, 48. and theſe 44. 19. 6. on whom Paul 
hid his hands, but there ſurely the edifying gifts of the Spirit 
are meant, for preſenely it is added, they Propheſied and ſpoke 
with Tangues. Had it been otherwiſe, how could S men 
Magus ſo eaſily have diſcerned that they had received the Holy 
Ghoſt ? The ſanctifying graces of the Spirit are not eaſily diſ- 
cernible, bur edifying gifts, as ſpeaking with Tongues do 
Searly manifeſt themſelves. But though it were given that 
ſome ſanctifying graces had been conferred by the laying on of 
the hands of the Apoſtles, doth it therefore follow that it was 
a proper Sacrament ? Is every ſenſible fign by which grace is 
conferred, a Sacrament ? 1s not the Spirit given by Prayer, and 
by Preaching of the Word, which yet are no Sacraments. How 
great things do Romanifts aſcribe to their Crucifixes and Holy 
Water, which yet they make not Sacraments ? What ſhould I 
— of that Traſh of outward Ceremonies which are added to 
ptiſm, Exſufflations, Spittle, Oyle, Salt, &c, are all theſe 
Sacraments ? Doth not Ber. lib. de Bapt. cap. 25. Sed 10, relate 
from Auſtin of SanRifying of Catechumens by the W 
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of hands of presbiters, yet that was not a Sacrament, did 
not Chriſt himſelf bleſs young childrea by impoſition of hands, 
Mat. 19, 13. 13. Let Sete, Coninch, and generally the reſt of 
the Popiſh Doctors deny that to he the Sacrament of Confirma- 
tion? Was not Impoſition of hands ia folema benedictions 
an ancient Jewiſh rice, as may appear by Gen. 48. 14. Numb. 
27. 18, 19, 23. 2 King. 5. 11. Mork 7.32. and ſo not firſt in- 
{ticut by Jeſus. Laſtly, ſome practices of the Apoſtles make 
not always a perpetual ſtanding Rule for che Church, But 
more for the vindication of that Scripture, together with a 
confuratioa of all Bellermins cavils, may be ſeen in Delleus Diſp. 
de Confirm, lib. 1. cap. 6. 9, 10, 11,12, as forche other Scripture 
for Confirmation , from 2 Cor. 1.21, 22. there is mention in- 
deed ot eſtabliſhing and anointing, but its manifeſt from verſ. 
22. it was wich no material oyle, but by the Holy Ghoſt, and 
ſo muc i is acknowledged by Eftbius on the place. Is not Chriſt 
(aid to be anointed, Pſal. 45. 7. Iſa. 61. 1. dare he ſay it is with 
material oyle ? Is there not a parallel Scripture, 1 Fobn, 2. 27. 
1 be anointing which be have received of bim abi4eth in you, and it teach · 
ec you all things, But ſure that is a myſtical Union by the Spirit, 
tor ic abides, is [nternal, and reaches all things, which, without 
too violent a Catachreſu, cannot be aſcribed to Romiſh Con- 
firmation, 

For Pennance be cites other two Scriptures, Joh. 20. 23, whoſe Sins 
ye ſhall forgive, are forgiven 3 and A. 16. 18. And many of them 
that Believed , came confeſſing their Deeds. Both theſe places 
are ſufficiently viadicaced by Full againſt che Rhemiſts. In a 
word, it hall be enough to me to lay thit theſe Scriptures 
prove a Miniſterial power of abſolution, and that diſtreſſed 
Conſciences miy dishurden their Spirits, by laying open their 
ſias to faithful Paſtors, and in caſe of publick Scandal, publick 
confeſſion of Sin ſhould be made, All cheſe Proteſtants do 
grant; but that every one is bound neceſſarily to reveal all his 
particular fins, how ſecret ſoever, by auricular conſeſſi ig to 
a Prieſt, and that he hath power to impoſe proper ſatisfacti - 
ons to Divine Juſtice, as Romaniſts teach concerning the Sa- 
crament of Penance. Neither theſe nor any other Scriptures 
hold out. Nor is there à viſible ſign, ſuch as I ſhew in my tenth 
paper againſt Mr. Dempſter to be neceſſary to the being of a S- 
cramenc here Inſtituted by Chriſt, 

For 
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For extream ndlion, be cites Jam. 5. 14. and Mark 6. 13. Did I not 
ſhew in my laſt againſt Mr. Dempſter, pag. 266. I bat Bell. lib. a. de 
Extream Und. cap. 2. Janſen. Concord. cap. 35. Ceminck Tom. 2. de 
Sacrat.Diſp.111.Dub.1. Num. 3. as allo Suarez, « lapide, Carleton, 
and many others deny chat in the latter place Mark 6. 13. any 
Sacrament is held out, ought he not to have examined Beller. 
mins arguments to the Contray ? did I not alſo ibid. 1. ſhew that 
Cardinall Cajetan, Comment. in Jam. 5. atfrms that from theſe 
words, Jam. 5. 14. 15. no Sacrament can be concluded, and he 
ſays as much, of that place Mark 6. ſo that both theſe places are 
declared by eminent Doctors of the Romiſh Church to ſignify 
nothing as to the purpoſe in hand. Did I not alſo plainly tell 
that both theſe Scriptures treat of an Unction in reference to a 
miraculous healing of diſeaſed perſons ? Ought not this inter- 
pretation to have been retuted, ifhe had intended to Satisfy 
thoſe that are judicious? Many arguments might be heaped up 
to confirm the interpretation I have given. I hint but at a tew 
things. Aud, Fit, that of Mark treats not of a Sacramental Un- 
tion, as is acknowledged by the moſt eminent Champions for 
the Romiſh cauſe already cited, ro whom 2 de Fal. Dominicus 
4 Soto, Ruardus and many others may be added, and who will 
deny it, muſt anſwer both Bellarmins arguments, and alſo theſe 
brought by our Divines. T herefore neither is there any Sacra- 

ment in James. For any, who with indifferency of Spirit, will 
compare the two places, will find them exactly parallel, and this 
the Jeſuit Maldenat on Mark c.6. hath ſufficiently proved, albeit 
his heat for the Romiſh intereſt made him falſly to jmagine a 
Sicramental inſtitution, Mark. 6. 13. Secondly Sacraments are not 
principally infiituted for the body, but chiefly at leaſt, if not only 
for the ſoul. But both theſe Unctions, Mark é and Jam. 8. are 
chiefly for the body, In Merk 6. mention is only made of bodily 
cure, In Jem. 5. the healing of che body is both firſt and ab- 

ſolutely Spoken of, and fargiveneſs of fin only in the ſecond 
place, and alſo conditioually, therefore in neither place have we 
a proper Sacrament. Tah, the Remiſh grealy Unct-on is only 
adminiſtred co choſe that are deſperat ly Sick, of whoſe recovery 
there is no hope, but the Vnction Spoken of by Mark and James, 
are not at all reſtricted to theſe, therefore the preſent Romiſh 

Union is different from them both. Fourthly, if Fames words are 
to be underſtood of Exticam Union, why are Elders in the 
| H h plural 
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plural appointed to be called for, ſeeing only one can officiat 
in that matter. Lafly, not to repeat what was objected againſt 
chis in my laſt, is it probable that if this had been a Sacrament 
inſticuced by Chriſt, that the Fathers in the firſt three Centu- 
ries would have made no mention thereof, how comes it that 
we h-ar not of it either in the conſtitutions under the Name of 
Clement, or in Denys, whom they hold for the Arespagit in his 
lib, de Hier arch. had they not convenient opportunity of it? 
Indeed Denys {peaks of an anointing the Dead, but of Unction 
of the Sick he hath no mention. That it was wholly unknown 
to the ancient Churh is learnedly proven by Dalleus de extrem. 
Unit. lib. 2. who alſo examins all the Cavills of Romanilts for 
this pretended Sacrament. 

For Orders, be cites 2 Timoth.1.6. Stir up the gift which is in thee, 
by laying on of my bands, the moſt that this place proves is, that or- 
dination is a ſtanding Ordinance in the Church, which the pro- 
teſtant Churches do not deny, but no way conclude it a proper 
Sacrament. I hope nothiug needs to be added againſt this preten- 
ded Sacrament, till he anſwer what is objected againſt Mr. De- 
fer, only I myſt remember him that Etim on the place conieſ- 
ſes that the giſts here ſpoken of are Timthies Miniſterial endow 
ments,conſequently the grace here ſpoken of not being Sancti- 
fying, nor impoſition of hands being a Sufficient Sacramentall 
ſign. as I ſhew againſt Mr. Demp/ter nothing can be hence con- 
cluded as to a proper Sacrament, albeit Calvin as I advertiſed 
them grants that in a large Senſe it may be termed a Sacrament. 
For Matrimony he only cites Epbeſ. 5. 32. which thus be renders, this 
Sacrament is great, but according to the originall it is, this is 4 
great myſtery. Is every thing which the Scripture calls a myſtery 
a Sacrament with them, then the myfery of iniquity. 2 Thef. 2,7? 
and the myſtery of the whore Babylon. Revel, 17. 5. 7. muſt alſo be 
Sacraments, but doth not the Apoſtle Signify what it is he 
means by that myſtery Epbeſ. 5. 32, when he Subjoyns, / Speaks 
of Chrift and the Church,what I more, Seing I brought in my 
laſt againſt Mr.Dempfter, there own great Cardinall Cajetan con- 
feſſing that from this place it doth not follow that Matrimony 
is a Sacrament. But if he had not been ſmitten with Mr. Denp- 
ers tergiverſing Diſeaſe, he had never wholly overleaped what 
I objefted againſt this, and the reſt of their five ſpurious Sacra” 
ments, if he have any Candor, its ex ed in his next, he will 
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reply not only to theſe hints, but alſo to what was objected in 
m . 
By all this I hope it appears that the Doctrine of the Prote- 
ſtant Churches concerning the preſente of Chriſt in the Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt, and concerning the number of Sacra- 
ments remains unſhaken, what unity Romaniſts can pretend to 
in this queſtion of the number of Sacraments, I leave to be ga- 
thered from theſe two Teſtimonies. The firſt ſhall be of Greg. 
de Val. the Feſuite, lib. de mon. Sacr. cap. 3. & 7. S me Catholicks, 
ſaith be, denies Matrimony, others Confirmation, anTothers cem 
Unſtion to be univocally a Sacrament. Th» other oH He, Con- 
ſult. art. 13. apud authores (ſaith he) Pauls vetwtiores inter Sacra- 
menta proprie diſla nunc duo pomuntur, nunc tie. Baptiſmus, Eu- bari- 
ia. & Confirmatio non temere quenquam reperies ante Lembardiom qui 
tertum aliquem & definitum numerum jt atuerit. & de bis ſeptem nom 
omnes quidem Schela/tici eque proprie Sacr omentiom uc abaut. 


CHAP. 


The Church always Viſible, 


CHAP. VI. 


Whether Proteſtant Churches do grant that the Viſible 
Church was not always preſerved, and that for 1400. 
years before Luther, Popery was the only prevail- 


ing Neligion. 


T may ſeem ſtrange that I ſhould be put to Debate this 
1 queſtion, having lo often appealed Mr. Dempſter to try the 

Truth of Religion, not only by its conformity with the 
holy Scriptures, bur alſo with the Faith of the ancient Church. 
But ſo evil natur'd is this Ghoſt of Mr. Dempſter, that as if I were 
too narrow a Mark for his reviling genius, he ſpends one entire 
Section, from pag.125. to 129. in a calumnious repreſentation 
of the Proteſtant Churches, 4 if the more ancient Proteſtants bad 
affirmed that the V ifible Church bad periſhed from the days of the Apo- 
tles, and that the only prevailing Religion for 1400. years before Lu- 
ther bad been Popery. For this — has ſcraped together out 
of his common Place- Books a multitude of broken ſhreds from 
Proteſtant Authors, from which he deduces ſundry abſurd in- 
terences, of which the Authors never once dreamed ; how de- 
ſperate muſt the Romiſh Cauſe be, when they cannot —_— 
us, but by miſrepreſenting us, and charging upon us Tenets 
which they know we condemn ? Yea, though we diſown them, 
yer they will ſtill impoſe them upon us. When they thus ſport 
with their own Shadows, do they not gallantly confute the 
Proteſtant Religion ? 

To alloyle therefore the Proteſtane Churches in this matter, 
and to demonſtrate that our Adverſaries play but the Syco- 
phants, theſe enſuing obſervations may be noticed. 

And firſt, the Doctrine of the Reformed Churches is not to 
be meaſured by the ſentiments of private Doctors, of what 
fame ſoever, but by their ſolemn Confeſſions of Faith, long 
ago publiſhed to the world, purpoſely to prevent ſuch miſre- 
preſentations. The harmony whereof, in the — * 
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Faith penned by men of ſo many different Nations, under ng 
common juriſdiftion, and of ſo different complexions as to 
other things, is NExt toa miracle, and may be ſuflleient. to con- 
fute the pretended neceſſity of an infallible viſible judge. But in 
this preſent debate the Adverſary brings not one Sentence out 
of theſe Conteſſions, but only from the writings of private 
Doctors, yea, (ome of them not only of ſmall account, bur alſo 
diſownedby the more judicious, as being no Proteſtants at all. 
Would Romaniſts be content that we hold thee Sentiments of 
their moſt famous Doctors, ſuch as Cajetan, Durandus, Gerſon, 
Ferus, &c. much more of theſe who have apoſtatized from them 
for the Doctrine of their Church. Why then deal they with us 
by other meaſures then they would be dealt with themſelves. 
Secondly, much leſs ate broken ſhreds ſrom Proteſtant au- 
thors, violently detorted contrary to their known judgment in 
other their writings to be taken for. the ſtandatd of the Reform- 
ed 12 Yet = are moſt of the Teſtimonies which Breerly 
Knot, H. T. &c. and this filching Pamphleter (who licks up 
their excrements) doe make uſe of n this queſtior.Did Dr. Fobn 
White, Whitaker, Chillingworth, Calvin, Fewel, Chemnitius, the Cen- 
turijts, & c. maintain that there were none that profeſſed the Keligion of 
Proteſtants from the days of the Apoſſles until Luther, or that Popery 
was the only Prevailing Religion for 1400. Tears before | uther * Nay 
on the contrary,doth not Dr. Fobn White in his way to theChurch 
ſe8. 17. Peremptorily affirm, that 1his faith which we profeſſe bath 
ſucceſſively continued in all ages ſince Chriſt, and was never interrupted, 
not ſo much as one year, moneth or day. Doth not Chillingworth c. 5. 
ſei. 9. when he is pondering ſuch Teſtimonies of Jewel, Naper, 
Brocard, &c. as are cited by the Pamphleter, declare they never 
meant that the viſible Church had totally failed, but only from 
its purity? Doth not / bitakęr, Controv. 2.6. 5. g. J. expreſly affirm 
That we can prove out of the Fatbers, our Dodlrine to bave been in the 
Church in alltheſe ancient ages f Doth he not a little after charge 
Bellarmiue as belying Calvin, and the Centuriſis, as if whe they 
charged the Fathers with theſe errors mentioned by this Pamph- 
leter, viz. Limbo, freewill, and merit of good works, as it L ſay they 
had charged theſe on all the Fathers, and on all the Church ; 
none of which they ever meant, faith Whitaker. Sure [am Chem- 
nitim, pag. 200. at leaſt in that EAit. I have Cenev. 1641. ſays not 
as the Pamphleter alleadges, viz. that moſt of the Fathers did 
avouch Invocation of Saints. But on the countrary affirms pag. 
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63 4. that for 350. years after Chriſt, there was no Invocation of 
Saints in publica prexi Eccleſie, and that the firſt riſe of it was a- 
bout the year 370. in Nazianzen in Baſili Panegyricks, by Rhe- 
torical Apoſtrophes, and that alſo with an u,, fo far 
were they from maintaining it to-be an article of Faith. It were 
tedious to go through all, amongſt all theſe teſtimonies cited by 
the Pamphleter, there will not one be found, who affirm that 
Popery. was the prevalent Religion for 1400 years before Luther 
except Sebaſtian Frank whom Dr. Francis Whyte, in the defence 
of Dr. Fobn White againſt J. V. pag. 324. declares to be an Ana- 
baptiſt, an unlearned,malapert hot ſpur ; Chemnitius as the ſame 
Author teſtifies, calls him bominem petulantem & indodtum Did 
ever Proteſtants acknowledge that the body of the preſent Ro- 
miſh Religion was received by the ancient Church? ſuch as half 
Communions, picturing and adoring Images of the Trinity, the 
whole preſent worſhip of the Virgin Mary, the performing the 
worſhip of God in an unknown Tongue, ghe neceſſity of an In- 

fallible viſible judge, the prohibiting of reading Scriptures in 
vulgar Tongues, Indulgences, the neceſſity ofauricular Con- 
feſſion;the neceſſity of the Prieſts intention to makeSacraments 

\effeftual, the Popes Supremacy and Soveraignty over Princes, 

&e. Who is the Proteſtant that ever acknowledged theſe things 

to have been ever received in the Catholick Church ? I profeſs 

I'never read of him, nor knew him, nor I beleive ſhall he ever be 

found. Whereas Jewel aid, That Truth was not known untill the 

Preaching of Luther and Zuinglius, that muſt ſurely be under- 

ſtood ſecundum quid, as Dr, Francis Whyte obſerves, lib. cit. pag. 

267: for Fewelgave a moſt ſolemn challenge to Papiſts at Pauls 

Croſs to make out one Article of their Religion out of one Fa- 

ther for 600. years after Chriſt, which challenge he proſecuted 

againſt Harding. What D. Jobn White ſaith in defence of bis way, cap. 
37.TbatPopery was 8 Lepreſie breeding in the Church ſo Univerſal „that 
there was no viſible company appearing in the world free ſrom it, makes 
nothing againſt hat is ſaid. Nay, in theſe words he diſtinguiſhes 
betwixt the Church and that Leproſie of Popery, and by Gying, 
that it was a Leproſie in the Church, he affirms the exiſtence of 
both. The meaning of the Doctor only was, that in theſe latter 
times, whereinPopiſh errors and ſuperſticion ſpread ſo far in this 
Weſtern part of the World, though God preſerved many from 
imbracing theſe errours, yet they kept external Communion 
with 
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with the reſt, even as thoſe ſeven thouſand in the days of EA 
did wich the reſt of Iſrael. 

Thirdly, when ſome Fathers are charged with ſome errors, 
(which is all that theſe teftimggpies amount to) it doth not fol- 
low that all the Fathers were ſmitten therewith. Though C 
prian erred in the Kebaptization, though Tertullian did Monta- 
nize, Pope Liberius Arrianize, many Afiaticks eſpouſe the Nuarto 
Deciman opinion, Origen maintain poſitions which were juſtly 
anathematiz'd by the fifth general Council, yet I hope all the 
Fathers, much leſs the whole Church, was nor leavened with 
theſe errors. Made I it not appear in my 9. paper again Mr. 
Dempiter, pag. 194. 195. that no1e are more profuſe in cenſu- 
ring Fathers then Romaniſts, Bellarmine ſpares not to ſay, lib. i. 
de Beat. Sand. cap. G. that Juftin Martyr, [reneus, Epiphanius, &c. 
cannot be detended ; that Tertullian was an Arch-Heretick, and 
of no credit, {:b.1, de S S. Beat. cp. 5. and lib. 4. de Pontif. cap. $. 
That Cypran did not only erre, but alſo mortally offend, 6b. 4. 
de Rom. Pentiſ. cap. 7. that Prudentius (peaks like a Poet, d not 
like a Divine, lb. 2. de Purg. cop. 18. that Ferom was deceived, 
lib.1. 4. Rom. Pont if. cap. S. * Auſtin had no skill in the Hebrew, 
lib. 1. de Pant f. ny. 10. that himſelf little regarded Dameſus 
Pontifical, Lb. 2, de Rom. Pontif. cap. 5. that Sozomen was a ma- 
nifeſt lyar, lib. 3, de Penit. cap. 14. Neither is it only ſingle Fa- 
thers they thus undervalue, but oſt-times will prefer three be- 
fore 7. tuo before eight, one before five, of all which Dr. James 
gives luculent inſtances, part. 4, yea, ſometimes they condemn 
whole Armies of Fathers, All the Fathers with one voice affirm, 
falth Melchior Cans lib. 7. loc. com cap. 1. That the Virgin Mary 
was conceived in Original Sim. Chryſoſt, Euſeb. Ambroſe, Auſtin, &c. 
and as Dr. James oblerves, ſome bring 200. others, 300. Fathers 
to confirm this opinion, yet what ſaith chat Biſhop of the Cans- 
ries of all theſe, Cum nullus Sandlerum contrevenerit, infirmum tamen 
ex omnium authoritate argumentum ducitur, quin potius contrarium & 
probabiliter & pie in Eccleſia defenditur, d. e. Its but a weak argu- 
ment which is drawn from the Authority of all the Fathers, yea, 
the contrary, notwithſtanding their ſuffrages, may be piouſly 
defended, Are theſe the men who challenge us for underyalu- 
ing Fathers, who put ſuch contempt upon them? la very deed 
they regard no Fathers, further then they can ſerve their inte- 
reſt, Both Scriptures and Fathers muſt ſtoop to the authority 
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of the preſent Church of Rome, that is the Pope. 

How many baſtard Fathers have they legitimated? How 
many true Fathers have they caſtrated ? Hence is that obſerve 
of Dr. Don, in his pſeudo-Martygeep. 6. Sed. 30. according to 
Romaniſts the Scripture is a-Divin Law, the writings or inter- 
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opes a ſuperdivin Law, whereunto Scripturs, Councils and 
Fathers muſt bend and bow. Vet I muſt do them right, they 
have oue evaſion, according to which they do wrong to no 
Father, for if the Pope prohibit the writings ot ſuch an 
Author, he ceaſes to be a Father, he is bur as Gretſer the Jeſuir 
phraſerh it, Vitricw, a ſtep Father. Nor need Fathers com- 
plain of this uſage, ſeeing the Pope uſurps the like Authority 
upon the Scripturs of God. Neither ſhall Fathers be Fathers, 
nor Scriptures be Scriptures, except it pleaſe the Yope, Is 
not this that man of ſin that exalts himſelf above all that is 
called God ? 

@ny not but ſome Proteſtants, may have been too raſh 
in their cenſurs of Fathers, perhaps not fully penetrating 
the ſcope of Fathers, or not diſtinguiſhing betwixt their 

enuine and ſuppoſititious writings, have _ * — them to 
avour errors, from which others; yea and ſomtimes the 
ſame authors alſo upon better adviſment have vindicated 
them. As I cannot in this wholly juſtify the — 
Centriſts, ſo I cannot but notice how this Pempbleter hath eit 
through ignorance or malice injured them. He brings in the 
Centuriſts reprebending Cyprian, Origen and Tertul: in the third 
Century, Nax ianmen in the fourth, for teaching Peters * 
and again reprebending Cyprian, for owning the ſacrifice of the Maſi, 
and generaly confeſſing that the Fathers of the third age did witneſs 
the invocation of Saints , It's true the Magdeburgiant. Cent. 3. 
cap. 4. tit. de inclinatione Dotrine, ſeem to ſay ſomthing of 
Cyprian and Tertul, as favouring primacy, yet Cap. 7. tit. de 
primatu, they not only affirm , but poſitively undertake to 
demonſtrate, that the head-ſhip and ſupremacy of the Biſhop, 
or Church of Rome was acknowledged by none in that age, 
and particularly they fay;that Origen never aſſerted the primacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome, and hring in Cyprian giving luculent 
eeſtimon es againſt it in his debates with C —— Stepbanus 
Biſhops of Rome. Vea and they explain thoſe other r 
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of Cyprien which ſeemed to favour primacy, as making no- 
thing for at ſupremacy which Romaniſts now. plead for. So 
likewiſe Cent, 4. cap. 7. tit. de primatu. Pag. 314. edit. Baſil. 1624. 
They deny that Nazieizen ever aſſerted any primacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome but primatum ordinis. Concerning the Sacrifice 
of the Mats, the Magdeburgians, Cent. 3. Cap. 4. pag. 42. 
Expreſly affirm that. no Sacrifice was 2474 either 
in the ſecond or third Century but of Chriſt on the Croſi, 
except euchariſtike Sacrifices of prayer and praiſe, &c. and 
confirm their aſſertion not only from other Fathers, but alſo 
from Cyprien. It's true Cyprian and other Fathers called the 
euchariſt 2 Sacrifice, but they meant only a commemorative 
Sacrifice, as is largly demonſtrated by Dr. Marton, lib. 6. of the 
inſtuntion of the Sacrament. Concerning invocation, the Cen- 
turiſts do not ſay that the Fathers of the third age did witneſs 
invocatioubf Saints, but only that veſtiges of it were to be 
found in their Writings, and herein perhaps they have diſ- 
covered a little of their unadviſedneſs, for the chief ground 
of this their aſſertion they take from ſome ſuppoſititious 
writings of Origen, particularly his commentaries on Fob, 
which not only our Critiks Coca, pag. 68. Rivet Crit. ſar. lib. 
2. cap. 13. Scultet.medul. pat. lib. 6. cap. 2. peg. 124. but alſo 
Eraſmw, Genebrard, Sixtus Senenſis, lib. 4. bibl. and Peſſevin the 
Jeſuit appar. verbo, Origenes have declared to be ſpurious. 

But yet the Pamphleter objects that the Centurijts affirm that 
heneus, Clement, and all the Doclers of the ſecond age did admit 
free will even in ſpiritual adliam, torwhom both they au Abraham 
Scultet (ſays he) - adds Cyprian, I beophilus, Tertul, Origen, Clemens 
of Alexandria , Fuitin, Atbenagers, I atianus, &c. But this 
Pamphleter diſcovers that either he has never read the Cen- 
twiſts and Scultet, or that he is moſt perfidious in his citations. 
For the Crmuriſts Cent. 2. cap. 46. col. 46. atter that they had 
ſaid ſomthing to that purpoſe of the Fathers of the ſecond 
Century, preſently ſib/oyn, videmus interdum bos liberi arbitrij 
aſſertores, ſbi ipſis contracia dicere,ac pgulo alicubi commodius ſentire, 
ſo that when all is put together, the Centurifts ſay , theſe 
Doctors were inconſtant to themſelves in that matter, and 
Scultet in his Medul. pat. edit. ſranco- furt. 1634. charges with 
inconſtaucy in this thing pag. 53. /renew pag. 38. Iuſtin Martyr 
pag. 119. Clemens of —_— pag. 245. Cyprian pag. 52, 
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he pronounces Tatianus an heretick, and in particular that, he 
mantained that the Soul dyed with the Body, pag. 135. he 
charges 1 beepbilus Antzochemus witli At rianiſm, and Origen 
with contradictions in many chief poynts of Religion, of 
Tertullian, pag. 243. he ſays that he wrot more groſly of free- 
will then Pelsgius himſelf, it Jeſuits will rake lum for their 
Patron in this matter they may. But what is all this to the 
point, do Proteſtants deny free-will in regenerat perſons 
about ſapernatural ations? No verily, we abominat Mani- 
cheiſm and Stoiciſm, That which we deny is free-will in un- 
regenerat perſons about actions ſpiritual and acceptable be- 
tore God. Did not Anitin with the Catholick Church affirm 
as much? hence Enchirid, cap, 30. man abuſing bis free-will 
loſt both bimſelſ and it. And again, cum libero arbitrio pec- 
caret homo, vitlore peccato amiſum et liberum arbitrium, and lib, 
de corrupt. & gra. cap. 11. liberum arbitrium ad malum ſufficit, ad 
bonum nihil ſufficit niſi adjuvetur ab amm potente Deo. More to the 
like purpoſe may be ſeen de Spir. & lit. cap. 3. and lib. 3. contre 
duas epijt. pelag. cap. 6, Cc. We allo deny that the efficacy 
of grace in converſion depends upon the beck of mans free- 
will; and ſo did Auftin with the Catholick Church before us, 
lib. de corrupt & gre. cap. 12. . ſubventum eſt igitur infirmitati vo- 
unt ati bumane, ut divine gratis indeclnabiliter & inſuperabiliter 
ageretur and cap. 14. volenti ſalvum facere nullum bominum re- 
fijtit arbitrium. So likewiſe lib. 1. ad Simplic. queſt. 2 lib. cent. 
dun. Epiſt. Pelag, cap. 19. I know Bellarmin has made a fat 
greater muſter of Fathers for the ſeſuits, Pelagian Doftrin 
of free-will lib. 5. de gra. & lib. arb. cap. 25. 26. Bur the 
Fathers are judiciouſly vindicated in that point by the learned 
David Parew in his animadverſions on theſe capp. In a word 
what ever were the opinions of theſe Fathers as to the matter 
ot free-will, ic doth not folloy that they or all the Fathers 
in theſe Centuries, did embrace the whole Syſtem of the pre- 
ſent Tridentin Faith? Do not both the Cenmriſfts and Scultet 
make it their work to demonſtrat that the Fathers in theſe 
Centuries had no kindneſs for the preſent Romiſh Religi- 
on. . 

Not to waſt time and paper upon all the impertinent al- 
legations of the Pampbleter, on licrle touch I muſt give con- 
cerning Mr. Lauber. I am not concerned to juſtify all - 
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harſh expreſſions of the Fathers. Did not Neſes himſelf ſpeak 
ſomtimes unadviſedly with his lips ? Yet this I muſt advertiſe 
the Reader, that the cologuie menſalia (out of which molt of 
theſe expreſſions are taken, which Romaniſts uſually object 
in their rants) are called by Dr. Francis Whyte in his Orthodox 
Faith againſt 7. I, a counterfit Treatiſe only going under 
the name of Luther, though I am not ignorant that Mr. Bell 
who lately Tranſlated them into Engliſh would have them 
accounted genuine. At beſt, they were but extemporary diſ- 
courſes, collected from his mouth at table, or ſuch like Tea- 
ſons, wherewith Luther himſelf is ſaid to have witneſſed much 
diſſatis faction, and therefore fuch ſtreſs ought not to be laid 
on them as upon written and deliberat tractats. Were the 
Colloquia Menſalia of Popes and Cardinals collected I believe 
we ſhould have much worſe ſtuff, - What Language was that 
of the Pope, who ſaid he would have his cold Peacock, 
al deſpeio de dio What an unſavory dialogue was that betwixt 
Leo the tenth, and Cardinal Bembw, wherein the Pope ſaid to 
the Cardinal, quantum nobis profuit fabula de Chrifto ? As for 
Luthers judgment of the Fathers, I cannot expreſs it better 
then in the words of Dr. Francs Whyte canvaſing the ſame 
objection, pag. 261. concerfiing Luther (ſays he) even as in 
Sacred Scripture, the Prophet, Iſai, cap. 1. 11. and cap. 65.3. 
And the Apoſtles baving co do with hypocrits who placed 
Rightcouſneſs in outward ceremonies, utter diverſe ſpeaches 
in diſgrace of legal rites, not depreſſing the ſame in them- 
ſelves, but ſewing they were unprofitable to ſuch as abuſed 
them. So Luther being oppoled by adverſaries, who prefer- 
red the Fathers before the Scriptures, cortecting that abuſe, 
uſeth ſome broad ſp-eches (ſuch as our adverſary nameth) 
againſt the errors of ſome Fathers (not generally of all) but 
otherwiſe when Fathers are lawtully uſed, as witneſſes and 
interpreters of truth, he eſteemeth them, according to their 
worth, and -ygelds as much to them as themſelves" require, 
and to verify this, he cites'two teſtimonies of Luther, which 
to ſtop rhe mouths of rayling adverſaries; I here thought 
fit to inſert. The firſt is, periculoſum & borrendum eil audire,vel 
credere, quod adverſatur nnenimi teſtimonio fidei, & Pocirinæ Santie 
Catholice eccleſie quam indejuſque ab initis unanimiter ſervavit So 
Luber ad March. Brandeburg. tem. 2. germ. pag. 243+ again, 
112 parres 
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patres evengelium & fidem' in Chriftum abſq; ulla bypocriſi pure G- 
ſimpliciter tradiderunt & eceleſiam ab junumeris erroribus expurga- 
runt, So the ſame Luther Comment in cap, 5. ad Gal, by this it 
may appear that Luther had a great honour for ancient Fathers, 
and believed that the ancient Church was à true Church of 
Chriſt. * 

Conſider fourthly, the granting of Proteſtant Authors, 
that the Church was overſpread with error, doth not con- 
clude that they held the Church to have utterly periſhed. 
Every error in Religion deſtroys not the being ot the Church. 
a maimed man is a man, though not a whole man z a leprous 
or paralitick man is a man, though not a ſound man, ſo one 
erring Church, if the error be not in the eſſentials and funda- 
mentals of Religion, is truly a Church of Chriſt, though 
not, uſq; quaque pra, throughly pure and ſound, yea in as 
much as the Church is faid ro be erroneous, her exiſtence is 
ſuppoſed, doth not the inexiſtence of an accident in a ſubjeR 
ſuppole the exiſtence of the Subject? 

After that the worſhip of God was groſly corrupted by 
Idolatry in Iſrael, and Judah they remained viſible Churches, 
and _ Sons and Daughters unto God, Execk 16. 20. So 
Learned Proteſtants acknowledg that after the Roman Church 
was polluted with Idolatry and other abſurd errors, yet ſhe 
remained a viſible Church though a very impure one, 50 
Calvin epiſt. oz. 104. and lib. 4. inftit cap. 2. Sed. 11. 12. 
Zanch. in Epi(t, ad Comitem Barch. and lib. de relig. Chriſt. cap. 24. 
Se8. 19. lun. hb, ſing. de eccleſ. cap. 17. Mornew de eccleſ. cap. 2. 
Sec. eccleſis Latina. cap. 9. Sefi, Secundo, quemadmodum. Dr. 
Feild in append. ad lib. 5. part. 3. cap. 2. where alſo he ſhews 
the ſame to be the judgment of Luther, Bucer, Melanditon, and 
Bez. Neither is this for the advantage of the Popith intereſt, 
for moſt of theſe Authors ecknowledg the Romiſh Church 
in theſe latter and corrupt times only ſo to be a viſible Church, 
as the Apoſtle predicts the viſible Church to be the ſeat of 
the Antichriſt. When he ſays, 2 Theſ. 2. 4. that be ſhall fit in 
the Temple of Gad. Yea all of them look upon Apoſtat Rome, 
as a Church ſo impure, that the reformed Churches did but 
their duty, and were not ſchiſmatical, in making ſeceſſion 
from her; for ſhe was the Author of the Schiſm, not onl 
by adhering ſo pertinaciouſly to her corruptions ; but * 
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by impoſing on others the owning of them as grounds of 
communion. with her, and by driving Proteſtants from her 
by Bulls and Excommunications, becauſe they could not own 
theſe corruptions; in ſo much that as King James in reſp. 
4d Epiff. Card, Perron, faith, Non fugimus ſed fugemur. How 
ever, by this it may appear that the prłvailing of errors over 
the face of the viſible Church, doth not totally deſtroy the 
being of the viſible Church. Yea Jeſuit Valentia in 3. pert. 
diſp. 1. J. 1. pun. 6 confeſſeth quaſdem veritates fidei quandag; 
b bomimum negligentiam vel proterviam & ingenij perverſutatom 
demerſs latuiſſe & for ſan ad buc latere, that ſome —— of 
Faith and not only probable opinions once delivered by the 
Apoſtles, thorow the ignorance or perverſneſs of men, were 
for a time drouned and lay as it were buried. until after- 
wards by the oo rene and faithtulneſs of the Church they 
were revived, And perhaps ſaith he, ſome truths may be in 
that caſe at this very day. Hence to the clamorous cavil, 
where was our Religion before Luther, may ſolidly be replyed, 
It was, as to eſſentialls at leaſt, where ever God had a viſible 
Church , and confequently not only in the Greek, Syrian, 
EKyyptien , and Ætbiepian Churches, which remain viſible 
Churches, and more pure then the Roman, bur alſo our Re- 
ligion was preſerved in the Roman Church, ſhe likewiſe being 
a viſible Church, though a moſt impure one; I ſay our Re- 
ligion was preſerved in her, as the true Religion was pre- 
ſerved in the Jewiſh Church, when ſhe was defaced with groſs 
Idolatry, Neither ſhould this ſeem ſtrange eſpecially ſeeing 
many thouſands in the Roman Church then groaned for re- 
formation, as appeared by the conjunction of ſo many with 
Luther upon his firſt appearance. I further add that we arc 
not obliged to grant the ſame of the Roman Church at this 
time, which we grant of her before the reformation. For 
ſurely ſince the reformation, the Church of Rome is greatly 
changed to the worſe, as Dr. Feild in the place laſt cited, and 
Vectiu in deſper. cauſa papatus. lib. 3. Sefl. 3. cap. 3. have 
evicted by many Inſtauces, and particularly, many things 
being now defined by her as Articles of Faith, which for- 
merly were only debated as School-opinions, And yet per- 
haps notwithſtanding all theſe alterations to the wagſe, ſhe 
may be in a large ſenſe allowed the name of a Church, 
vere 
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vere eccleſia, though not vers eccleſia, as Learned men diſtin- 


uiſh. 
K Conſider fifthly, though the phraſes of ſome Proteſtants 
concerning the prevailing of error in the Church, in theſe 
laſt times eſpecially, may ſeem broad, yet Scripture, Fathers, 
yea and Romaniſts themſelves ſpeak as broadly in reference 
to times of Apoſtacy. And. 1. for Scripture, what expreſſion 
would ſeem broader concerning the time of Antichriſt then 
that, Revel. 13. 4. That all the world wondred after the beaſt and 
por ſoipper the beaſt and the dragon, what would ſeem wider then 
the World? Revel. 18. 3. all Nations have drunk of the Wine, 
of the wrath of ber fornication, and the Kings of the Earth committed 
ornication with ber. Did ever Proteſtants ſpeake broader 
Language, concerning the apoſtacy under the Romiſh Anti- 
chriſt then is there ſpoken by the Spirit of God. 2. as for 
Fathers, how lamentably do they bewaile the ,general overs 
ſpreading of the Arrian hereſy, ingemult orbis miratus ſe fadum 
Arrianuem, ſaid Ferom. dial. . Lucif. Remarkable is the 
diſcourſe in, Theod. lib. 2. Hiſt. cap. 16. betwixt -C-itantiue che 
Arrian Emperor and Liberiw Biſhop of Rome, who then zea- 
louſly owned the truth. Puts pars es tu, (aid the Emperor, 
orbis terrarum, qui ſolus facis cum homine ſcelerato. How (mall a 

rt art thou of the whole World, that thou alone ſhould 
joyn with that wicked man, ſo he deſigned the good Atban- 
afius. To whom Liberius replyed non diminuitur ſolitudine mes 
werbum fidet, Nam & tres ſolum invent; fuere qui editio reſifterent, 
that is, the price of truth is not diminiſhed by my ſolitude, 
for three only were found to reſiſt Nebuchedneezers impious 
edict. And Auſtin Epift. 80. ad Heſycb. expreſly ſays when the 
ſun ſhall be darknedand the moon not give her light (all 
which he interprets allegorically) Eccleſia non apparebit, imp1s 
tunc perſequuteribus ultra modum — The Church then 
ſhall not appear thorow the extream violence of wicked per- 
ſecuters. Yea and thirdly Popiſh writers themſelves confeſs 
that Antichriſt ſhall take away the dayly Sacrifice, & omne 
aliud publicum officixm cultus divini, So Tirin the Jeſuit and 
before him, Bell, lib. 3. de Pont. cap. 7. If then Scripture, 
Farhers, Papiſts, uſe as broad expreſſions concerning the pre- 
vailingy of error, why are the expreſſions of Proteſtants ſo 
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Conſiders ſixthly, that though ir be granted that there were 
errors in the Church, yet it doth not follow, ibat the whole 
body of Popery, „ now it is, was ackyowledged to be always there, as 
this impud-nt Pamphleter ud infer. Pag. 136. that all the Ar- 
ticles in Pope Pius confeſſion of Faith were owned by Councils and 
Fathers of the firit three ages. Yea, and he is bold to ſay, that 
beerupon I am bound to tun Papiſt. Let any man ſqueez his 
whole Book, and it he have evicted that noe Father or ancient 
Council, maintained the whole Sy ſteme of the preſent Romiſh 
Faith, [ will bea Romanilt 7 I cannor but have their Religion 
in greater abhorr-ncy, when I ſee that they have no other way 
to ſupport it, bur by manifeſt calumnies, and Auch inconſe- 
quential diſcourſes. ſome Fathers erred in ſome things as is 
acknowledged both by Romaniſts and Proteſtants, therefore 
the whole preſent Ramiſh Religion was owned by Councils 
and Fathers in the firſt three ages, a moſt ludibrious incon- 
ſequence, The miſtery of iniquity wrought but by degrees, 
the Papacy came never to its full ſubſiſteney till the Council 
of Tre, there be particulars there enacted as Articles of 
Faith which never were ſo before. Verily Popery is nothi 
but a complex of innovations brought in by peece meal. 
What is the ſcope of Flaceus Mliricus, his Catalogis teſtium 
veritati, but to give an account of the witneſſes of truth in all 

es ſince Chriſt,as any Popifh error did creep in and a in 

Church? What is the ſcope of Uſſer his tradat de ſucceh Bele- 

in occidente, but to ſhew the continuance of the Religion 
which Pyoteſtants profeſs in all ages, though Popiſh-errors 
in progreſs of time were ftill abroaching ? What ſhould I 
ſpeak of Morney's Myfterium iniquitatis. of V oetins bis deſprrata 
cauſa papatus, of Morten: appeal, Prideaux de viſibilitate Ecclefie, 
Moulin de novitate Papiſmi, &c. All which and many more have 
made it their work to demonſtrate the ity of that 
Religion which Proteſtants profefs, notwithſtanding what ever 
corruptions in the Church, and have convicted the Romiſh 
Church of manifold innovations. And therefore in my tenth 
Paper againſt Mr, Demſter, I deſired him to ſhew me where the 
reſent Romifh Religion was before the Council of Treat. 

t this the Phamphleter never touches, as if he were deaf 
upon that Eare. He only brings ſome broken teftimonies from this or 
that ancient, to give ſome colour ſometime to one, and ſome · 

time 
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time to another of their Popiſh tenets, and therein he. often pre- 
varicats alſo, but he never ſhews that the whole complex of 
their Religion, as now it ſtands, was before the Council of 
Trent, far leſs always. 

From theſe ſix conſiderations, I ſuppoſe it may evidently 
appears how ſophiltically this Pamphlecer and others ot his 
Fellows do miſrepreſent Proteſtants as to this matter, I ſhall 
ſhur up this diſcourſe with two teſtimonies, one from learned 
Mr. Hooker, another from Bellarmis. The judgment of Pro- 
teſtants as to this caſe is excellently delivered by Mr. Hooker. 
lib. 3. of Eccleſ. pol. pag. 86. Papifts (faith he) ade us where ow 
Religion did lurk before Mr. Luther, & if (ſaith he) we were of 
opinion that Lutber did ere} « new Church. Now the Church of Chriſt 
which was from the beginning continueth to the end, of. which Church 
all parts bave net been equally fincere and ſound. Tue other ſhall 
be of their own Bellarmin. lib. 3. de Eccleſ. milit. cap. 13. Its 
to be noted, faith he, that many of ours do but loſs time when they 
labour to prove that the Church cannot abſolutely fail, for Calvin, and 
2 of the Hereticks (ſo he is pleaſed to deſign us) de grant 
t. 


Page, 130. He has two teflexions upon my appeal to the 
Fathers of the firſt three Centuries, wherein he imagins he 
has diſcovered ſome acutneſs. But they arg-but ſpongious 
bulruſhes and already confuted, yer I ſhall mention them, 1, 
be enquires why 1 to the Faith of the Church in the firſt three 
ages more then in times? Was ber Dottrin then purer, ber con- 

tion mere Flouriſhing, or ber Authority then greater ? fa cen Ras 
the ſame objeftion anſwered in my Paper. 7, again Mr, - 
Ker from pag. 130. to 135. and paper 10th. pag. 215. 216. It 
ſeems this man is not acquainted with the writings of the 
more Learned Jeſuirs, for Greg. de Fal. in 3. part. 405 1. 9. 1, 
pund. 6. diſputes this queſtion at length. Whither they who 
lived next to the Soon did not ev plenius divina myſſeria noſſe, 
underſtand more fully Divine Myſteries then others of after- 
times, and concludes the affimative tracing the foot ſteps of 
Aquinas their Angelike Doctor. Now therefore only in a word 
I fay that though the Churches Authority was not then great- 
er, nor her co: dition, as to outward proſperity fo flouriſhing, 
yet then her Doctrin was more pure and ſhe flouriſhed more 
in Holineſs, then had fhe aureos Sacerdetes, though, lignees * 
T0 $ 
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Is it any wonder that a ſtream run purer, the nearer to the 
Fountain? When hath the truth of Doctrin, the beauty of 
holineſs, ſhined more, then when the Church has been la- 
bouting in the Furnace of hery preſecution? Told I not ex- 
preſly, -papey 10. peg. 216. that I never intended to reſtri& 
this enquiry to thole ages alone, only Reg to begin at 
them, but this, Romaniſts would willingly decline, All their 
ſeeming advantages are from the more corrupe times of the 
Church. They aske, where our Church was before Luther, 
which has been often ſufficiently cleared. But we aske at them, 
where their Religion was in the firſt three ages, and much 
lower alſo, which never was, yea never will be ſufficiently 
cleared. Take their Religion, as it is ſet forth by Pius quartus 
confeſſion of Faith, and in the Council of Trent, and let all 
the Jeſuits upon the face of the earth, find it out in the firſt 
three ages of Chriſt ianity, if they can. How far the broken 
fragments, which this Pamphleter filches from his Fellows, 
are from performing this work, ſhall (I hope) be ſeen in 


7. 
ie ſecond reflexion is, HI appeal to the Faith of the Church 
the firſt three ages then 7 muſt acknowledge one infallible viſible 

e. 

Anſwer, I deny the ſequel, was it to any repreſentative of 
the firſt three ages which I did appeal? Is it not acknow- 
ledged that in the firſt three ages from that Council at Je- 
uſulem, AQ. 15. there was no general Council which together 
with a Pope is made by this pamphleter the infallible Judge? 
Was it not to the Faith of the diffuſive Catholike Church, to 
which I did appeal, to which neither Papiſt nor Proteſtant 
aſcribes a jaridieal, power? But the diffuſive Church has a 
promiſe of perpetuity, and Conſequently that the eſſentialle 
of Faith ſhall be preſerved in her. It theretore the Faith of 
the ancient Catholike Church may be known, by it the Faith 
of the preſent Church may be tryed. Yet I ever made it but 
a ſecundary rule, the holy Scriptures being the chief teſt. but 
of this I treated more at large, Paper 7. Tag. 231, 232. 233. 
234, 

8 136. he ſays, that I affrm that popiſis agree with us in 

eur poſitive exerts ; it ſeems Romiſh miſſionaries are ſo habi- 
tuated in lying: that they can hardly ſpeak truth, I never either 

K k ſpoke 
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ſpoke or thought fo, Papiſts are injurious to the truth not 
only by addition, but alſo by ſubſtraction. Do they not ſub- 
ſtract rhe cup in the Sacrament, Do they not ſubſtratt the ſub- 
ſtance both of Bread and Wine, leaving only a ſpecter of ac- 
cidents to remain in the Sacramental Symbols? Do hey not 
deny the perſpicuity of Scriptures, aud that all fins of their 
own nature merit eternal damnation, &c. in all which they 
hold the negative, and we the affirmative. The obſerve which 
he ſub)oy13s that all cbeif — mol? part conſiſted in negatives. 
Is ludibrious ? all, for the moſt part, is all, and not all. But 
have not groſs Hereticks maintained poſitive errors as Man- 
chees dno principia, Tritheits three Gods, the Neſtorians two per- 
ſons in Chriſt. Fobn of Conftantinople that himſelf was uni- 
verſa! Biſhop, &. Is he not ſo ridiculous in reckoning the 

tives of Hereticks that as would ſeem he could not di- 
ſtinguiſh betwixt an affirmative and a negative? Among 
negative Hereticks he reckons the Noſterians, whoſe Hereſy 
conſiſted in a poſitive aſcribing two perſons to Chriſt, and the 
Marcionits for maintaining that Baptiſm ſhould be reiterated. 
Is not rebaptization a poſitive ? Papiſts maintain ſeven Sacra- 
ments, ſhould others maintain twice ſeven, were they not 
Heretical? Papiſts add Apocrypha Books to the Old Teſta- 
ment. If others added the evangells of Thomas and Nicodemw 
to the New Teſtament were they not Hereticks, Papiſts ſay 
dulia ſhould be given to Saints, ſhould others aſſert the law- 
fullneſs of Latria to them, were they not Hereticks. There 
may therefore be in poſitives, But what though all 
Hereticks maintai atives, which yet is falſe, doth it 
therefore follew that all who maintain negatives are Here- 
ticks ? Isa 2 in ada figure ex emnibus ar mant ibus good 
Though it were ſo, the Papiſts could not clear themſelves from 
Hereſy, for they alſo differ from us in negatives, This only in 
Pans to ſhew the ludibrious quibling of Sophiſticating 

eſuits. 


cy 


C HAP. VII, 


The Truth of the Religion of Proteſtants evifted by the 
C onformaty . with the — the Primitive 


Church, in the firft three Ages, the falſhood of 
the preſent Ren Religion from the diſagreement 
thereof with the Faith of theſe Ages, 


Here being but one Faith, Epbeſ. 4. 5. or one true Chri- 
ſtian Religion, which undoubtedly was conſerved, in as 
great purity by the Church, in rhe firſt three Ages, as in 
any other time, conſequently among the — Terenders to 
Religion in theſe days, their Religion muſt only be true which 
agreeth in eſſentials with the Faith of the Catholick Church in 
thoſe Ages, and that ſurely muſt be a falſe Religion, which is 
diſcrepant in Eſſentials from that primitive Faith. Whereupon 
ſubſume, but ſo it is, that the Religion of Proteſtants doth a- 
gree in Eſſentials with the Faith ot the Catholick Church in 
thoſe rimes, and the preſent Romiſh Religion doth certainly 
diſagree. Therefore the Religion of Proteſtants is the true 
Chriſtian Religion, and the Popiſh Religion is falſe and impi- 
ous; The evidence of the firſt propoſition is ſo clear, that the 
Pamphleter in a peculiar Section from pag. 139. labours to ju- 
ſtifie the preſent Romiſh Faith by ſome abuſive Pretexts of An- 
tiquity, as if the Fathers of thoſe Ages did clearly ſpeak for 
them, and againſt Proteſtanes in all the chief controverted 
points. It remains therefore, that I prove the Aſſump tion. In 
order to which, I only premiſe, that a Religion may differ from 
that ancient Faith in Eſſentiak, or m points neceſſary to Salva- 
tion, two ways, viz. Either by denying ſome Articles of faith, 
which ſhe held as neceſſary, or by coyning others as neceſſary, 
which ſhe held not. This premiſed, 
For evicting the conformity of our Religion, as to all Eſſen- 
rials, with the Faith of the Catholick ___ in the firſt ages. it 
K may be 


\ 
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be ſufficient to renew to all Romaniſts my appeal made to Mr, 
Pempſter, pag. 4. pag. 54+ to inſtance one Eſſential of Faith, 
wherein we differ from the Chriſtian Church in thoſe Ages, 
that is, to pitch upon one Article held as abſolutely neceſſary 
by the Catholick Church of thoſe times, and denied by the Re- 
formed Churches, or one Article, which the Reformed Chur- 
ches hold as abſolutely neceſſary, and thoſe ancient Churches 
held not. If we may judge of what other Romaniſts can ſay, as 
to this matter, b the ten Inſtances which the Pamphlecer from 
ag. 139. has {raped together from their common Place 
oks. TI hope the enſuihg examination of them ſhall diſcover 
more the hey ot our Religion with the ancient Chriſti- 
an Religion, and the diſſonancy of the Romiſh Religion. Or 
if we meaſure the Eſſentials of the ancient Chriſtian Faith, by 
rhe ancient Creeds and Confeſſion of Faith, theſe being drawn 
up as teſts to diſtinguiſh them of the Church from others, 
which, as is ſuppoſed by learned Divines, would not anſwer 
their end, if they did not contain the Articles, which the 
Church in thoſe days held as neceſſary. Then ſurely the Pro- 
teſtant Churches do agree with the ancient Church in all Eſſen- 
tials of Faith. For all the Reformed Churches do cordially 
own all the ancient Creeds, and Confeſſions of the Primitive 
Churches, not only in the firſt three ages, bur alſo much lower, 
ſuch as the Apoſtolick, the Antiechian, Nicen, Conſtantinopolitan, 
Athanafian, as alſo theſe of Epheſus and Chalcedon, neither have 
the Proteſtant Churches made a ſuper- addition of new eſſen- 
tial Articles unknown to the Primitive Church in thoſe times. 
Nay, ſo clear are Reformed Churches in this matter, that we 
appeal all the Enemies of the Reformed Religion, to try our 
conformity to the ancient Chriſtian Church in all Eſſentials 
with the moſt rigid diſcuſs that is imaginable. 

But on the other hand, the diſconformiry of the preſent Ro- 
miſh Faith, with that ancient Catholick Faith, may be obvious 
— by comparing thoſe ancient Creeds with the preſent 
popiſh Creed of Pope Pius the Fourth, in which a multitude of 
Articles are ſuper- added, ſuch as the Septenary number of Sa- 
craments, the propitiatory Sacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, Purgatory, Innovation of Saints, Adoration of Images 
and Reliques, the power of Indulgences, the Magiſterial Su- 
premacy of the Church and Pope of Rome over the on 
tholi 
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tholick Church, yea, and all the Articles of the Council of 
Trent are concluded as neceſſary to Salvation. Which certainly 
are not to be found in any of the ancient Creeds; Nay the Ro- 
man Creed ſubjoyns theſe to the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, as 
ſuperadded therego, as is to be (cen in vita Py ati ſet forth by 
Onupbrius, and in the Conſ ſſion annexed to, H. J. his Manual, 
25 a teſt of the Romiſh Religion, therefore the preſent Romiſh 
Religion is not the true ancient Chriſtian Religion, but a bun- 
dle of innovations tyrannically impoſed upon Conſciences of 


People. N 

Yet becauſe this impoſtor pitches upon ten Articles coutro- 
verted betwixt us and Romaniſts, wherein he affirms, that the 
Fathers of the firſt three ages ſpeake clearly againſt Proteflants , it 
may contribute both for the further clearing of the truth, 
and diſcovering of Roman perfidy, to trace him throw theſe 
particulars. | 


SECT. L 


The Pamphleters firſt Inflance of Novelty, touching the Popes 
Supremacy, briefly cawvaſed, and retorted upon Romans 


Is firſt inſtance, Pag. 139. is concerning the " Sapre- 
macy, a being, ſays he, the moft principal thing. Its indeed 

the moſt principal thing with the Popes Paraſits, hence, Bell. 
lib. 2. de concil. cap. 17. Greg. de Val, "1 de anal. fid. cap, 7. 
and other ſeſuits give the Pope a ſupremacy over the whole 
lick Church, yea and over general Councils, as Pope 
face the 8. (trau. commun, uam Sentiem, defined 
that ſubjeftion to the Pope, is of neceſſity to Salvation to every 
Creature, But this is as oppoſit to the faith of the ancient 
Church as Eaſt to Weſt. Had this been the faith of the Church 
in thoſe times, then it had been defined, according to the 
Pamphlerers Principle, by the infallible viſible judge of thoſe 
times. Why then does he not produce ſuch a definition among 
his citations ? Doth not the world know that in thoſe three 
ages there was not one Oecumenick Council, except that at 
Jeruſalem, Ad. 15. unleſs with Binius and the Ordinary glofs 
thoſe other three Conventions of the Apoſtles, Ad. cop. 1. 
6. 21. be alſo held for Oecumenick Councils. But ſure it is, 
that 
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that none of all theſe made any definition for the Popes ſu- 
premacy, Conſequently there was no infallible viſible jadge 
in thoſe times to make ſuch a definition. I did always ap- 
prehend that the ſeat of the pretended Romiſh infallibility 
had been rhe ſeat of their ſupremacy. How then is ir, that 
though Pope and Council were infinuated by this Pampbleter 
Sed. 3. to be the ſeat of infallibility joyntly. Yet now the 
Pope alone is made the ſeat of ſupremacy ? Is he alone ſu- 
ream but not infallible? Is their Church bound to obey and 
lieve a fallible Pope teaching lyes and blaſphemies, as having 
ſupremacy over them, though not infallibility ? Had the 
Churenes in thoſe three ages believed the Popes ſupremacy as 
neceſſary to Salvation, would Polycrates and the holy Afatick 
Fathers in the ſecond Century, have withſtood the Pope fo 
reſolugly in the matter of Eaſter, as is witneſſed by, Eufeh. 
lib. 5. cap. 222 Would Cyprianſo holy a Father, and Martyr 
with the Affrican Fathers in the third Century ſo vehemently 
have oppoled Pope Stepbanus in the matter ot rebaptization, 
as is acknowledged by Bell. lib. 4. de Pentiſ. cap. 7 ? Would he 
have ſo zealouſly oppoſed appeals, ro Rome as he does, Exil. 
$5, or cenſured Popes ſo ſharply for admitting them, which 
is to ſtrike at the root of this pretended ſupremacy ? Would 
the forrth Occumenick Council at Chalcedon, AA. 15. can. 28. and 
A. 16. in which were 630. Fathers have defined in foro cen- 
tradiclerio, after debate with the legats of Rome, that the Bi- 
ſhop of Conſtantinopie ſhould have equal priviledges with 
the Biſhop of Rome ? Would the ſecond Council of Milevs, 
can. 22. have ordained them to be excommunicated , 
ſhould make tranſmarin appeals? Would the ſame Afri 
Fathers, among whom Auftin was one, in the ſixth Council of 
Carthage, have ſo ſtourly oppoſed appeals to Rome, as Berren. 
ad annum. 419. cannot deny, though both he and Bell. lib. 2. 
de Pomiif. cap. 25. endeavour.by ſome ſlight evaſions to palliat 
the matter, the falſhood whereof is luculently evicted by 
Chamier, Panſtrat. tom. 2. lib. 14. cap. 3. 4. yea the caſe is ſo 
clear, that Stapleton rele}, princip. comrev. 3. queſt. 7. Is not 
aſhamed to condemn the proceedings of that ancient African 
Council againſt the Popes of Rome. Such is the reſpe# of 
Romaniſts to Antiquity, when it croſſes their intereſt. Had 
the Popes ſupremacy been an eſſential of the Chriſtian — 
Wou 
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Would Greg. 60G. Yeares after Chriſt. lib. 4. Epi . 32. 34. 38. 
39. have condemned the Title of univerſal Biſhop, as a Title 
of Novelty, error, blaſphemy, the univerſal poyſon of the 
Church, contrary to the Ancient Canons, contrary to Peter, 
and to God himſelt, a Title which none of his predeceſſors 
aſſumed, and who ever did preſume to challenge it, was a 
forrunner of the Antichriſt. Its a manifeſt forgery contrary 
to all truth, which, Bellarmin. Lb. 2. de Pentif. cap. 3 1. and other 
Romaniſts uſe to elude thoſe luculent teſtimonies of Greg. as 
if he had only condemned the title of univerſal Biſhop ig that 
ſenſe wherein John of Conftantinopte did claim ir, Namely, ſo 
as he alone ſhould be Biſhop, and other Biſhops ſhould not at 
all be Biſhops, but his Vicars. Whercas Jobn of Con antinople 
never claimed that Title in any other ſenſe, then it is this day 
uſed by the Biſhops of Rome, for. 1. the oriental Biſhops 
conſented with «bn of Conftantinople that he ſhould be termed 
univerſal Biſhop, but its hardly credible, that they would all 
have conſented that themſelves ſhould be degraded. But 
ſecondly Romiſh Authors, particularlarly Platina in the Life of 
Benifare the third doth teſtify, that the ſame dignity which 
abs did effect, Beniface obtained from that bloody Murtherer 
bocas, not without much ado, mage tamen contentione, ſays 
Plains. Doth not the oppoſition which the Ancient Brittiſh 
and Seottoſþ Churches made to Auſtin the Monk, to Lawentius 
and Mellitus, ſent over to England by Greg. the firſt in the matter 
of Eaſter and celebration of Baptiſm, of which ſee, Bede. Hift. 
lb. 2. cap. 2. and 4. and Barronius ad amen. 604. demonſtrar 
that the Popes ſupremacy was not an eſſehtial Article of their 
Faith, Yea ſo far was it from being an Article of the Fach of 
the Ancient Catholick Church, that in late Caunclls ſuch as 
that of Conſtance. ſeſi. 4. & 5. and of Baſil, ſeſs. 2. Its ſtatuted 
that Popes be ſubject to the decrees of general Councils, and 
ſeſs. 39. who ever contradict this, is ligmatized as an Heretick, 
Behold. then the ſtupendious impugency of - thoſe men. 
Though many ſuch luculent demonſtrations of the contrariet 
betwixt the now Romiſh Faith, and the Ancient Catholick 
Faith, in this their principal point of the Popes ſupremacy, have been 
often propoſed yet they have confidence ſtill to alleadge that 
the Church in the three firſt, yea in all ages was of the ſame 
Faith with them. They might as well ſay that within _ 
hr 
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firſt chree ages, Ignatius Loyols founded the order of Jeſuits 
which all know to be but of Yeſterdays erection. 

Bic hath he not ſome pretences for his aſſertion? Yes, but 
thoſe, hichtimes without number have been confuted. The 
chiet᷑ of his eitatiaus are manifeſtly ſpurious, ſuch as that from 
Denys de drvinisnominibus, cap. 3. Clement. epiſt. 1. and the decretals 
of Pope Zepberinus, The decretals of Clement, Zepberinus,and of many 
more Biſhops of Reme are not only demonſtrated to be Spurious 
by Whittaker, Cecus, and Blondel, but alſo are ackno»ledged to be 
ſuch by learuedRomaniſts,Turrecremata,Peſſevin,Borronins,as is ob- 
ſerved by Kiver, Crit. Sac. l I. c. 8. particular reaſons may be ſeen 
in Cocus, 22 each of them Pellermin himſelf de Script. Eccleſ. 
Pag. 51. edit pariſ. 1630. queſtions the epiſtles, which now paſs 
under che name of Clement. As for the Boołs attributed to Deny's, 
learned and modeſt Cauſabon. exercit. in Barron. 16. Sefl. 43. 
affirms none can look on them as the writings of the Areopagir, 
but he that is groſly ignorant and a ſtranger to antiquity. River, 
lib. cit. cap. 9. brings 13; arguments to prove them Spurious, 
and that tlie y wer not ſo much as writen within the firſt three 
ages. It's noted by Cocus, in Cenſur, Vet Script. Pag. $0.51. not 
only that Valls, Eraſmus, Crociuus, and Photius hold theſe writings 
to be Suppoſititious, but that alſo they are queſtioned by Cajetan, 
yea and as ſeems likewiſe by Bell. lib, 2. de confirm. cap. 7. and the 
like is noted by Strang. lib. 2. de Script. cap.21.concerning Ribera 
the leſuit. But grant they wer genuin. yet in Ub, de devinit nom. 
cap. 3. there is nochingfor the Pope of Romes Supremacy, yea not 
ſo much as mention me or o the Pope thereof, only of the 
Apoltle Peter, it's ſaid that he is, d xopupdie & mere Comm} F 
Sroabgar dxgeris, Which only jmports the primaty of order which 
Peter had among the Apoſtles, but no juriſdiction over them, 
and though he had it, what is that to the Pope of Rome, unleſs it 
could be proved, that the Pope ſucceeded to Pete in the latitude 
of his Apoſtolicall function, which will be found an hard rake. 

Concerning 1gtatius, whoſe Epiſle to the Kimans the Pampbleter 
cites, I will not remit him to Rob. Parker, de Palit. Eecleſ. lib. 2. cap. 
13. who alſo muſters up a Multitude of arguments to prove 
theſe epiſtles attributed to Ignatius to be Spurious. Nor will! 
alrogether condemm as Suppoſititious the Seven Epiſtles men- 
tioned as his by Euſeb. and Hierom, yet Revet in crit. Sac. lib, 2. cap 
1. et. 2. following learneti Uſheb makes it very probable that chey 
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are interpolated and vitiated, yea Bell. himſelf. lib. 4. de Eu- 
charif. cap. 26. confeſſes, that there be many errors crept into 
them, How can a firm argument be taken from vitiated Epi- 
ſtles ? But grant them to be entire (and the rather ſeeiig 1 
find reformed Criticks divided, eſpecially concerning the Latin 
Edition of 7gnetius, ſet forth by Biſhep Ver, and the Greek 
publiſhed by Iſaac Voſſius) yet all this Pamphleter can alleadge 
trom Ignatus, is only a tranſient word in the inſcription of the 
Epiſtle to the Romaus, which alſo he miſrepreſents, though I 
blame not him ſo much as them from whom he borrowed the 
citation. 

The words in the Greek concerning the Church of Rome 
are, Tis l &s mms gals Pouaier, Which if rendered 
paſſively, que praſidetur (which is preſided over, or which is 
governed by her own paftours) give no ſhadow ofa Counte- 
nance to Romiſh ſupremacy , but take them actively (which 
preſides) yet the preſidency of that Church js reſtricted to 
the Religion of che Romans, fo that no univerſal jut iſdiction 
is there aſcribed to her, 

The Teſtimonies of Ireneus Cyprian, and Origen. are ſuf- 
ficiently vindicated by Learned Chamier, Whittakgr, Dr. Morten, 
Dr. Stilling fleet, &c. to whom it were enough for me to remit 
him. He had done well to have leſt out Treneus, lib. 3. cap. 3. 
for he is there diſputing againſt unwritten Traditions main- 
tained by the Valentinian Hereticks, and confutes them by this 
argument, becauſe if there were ſuch Traditions left, the 
Churches founded by the Apoſtles could not be ignorant of 
them. And becauſe it had been long to have recited all, he 
mentions the Church of Rome, to which the faithful reſorted 
from all places, ſhe being ſeated in the imperial City, which 
is that he meant, by the more powerful principality, that 
reſort to her from all quarters, was not from the juriſdiction 
of the Church of Rome, but from peoples neceſſary affaires in 
the imperial City, as is largly cleared by Chomier, tem. 2. lib. 13. 
cap. 22.and Stilling fleet, Part. 2. cap. G. Sei. 18. 13. Yea, Jre- 
neu is ſo far from acknowledging the Popes ſupremacy, that 
he reprehended Yider for his carriage to Pohcrates, and the 
 Aftatiths , and as ſeems retained communion with them not- 
withſtanding the Popes Excommunication , as may be ga- 
thered from, Euſeb. lib. 5. Hiſt, 22 

L I 
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proceed to Cyprian whom the 7 Cites, Epiſt. ad 
Jul. calling Peter the bead and root of the Church, and ENI. 58. 
the Cburch of Rome Peters Chair. But there is none who with- 
Rood Popes of Rome more reſolutely then in. Notice but 
that one Character which in Epiſt. 74. ad Pompeium he gives to 
Stopbanus Biſhop of Rome, viz. that he defends the cauſe of 
Hereticks againſt Chriſtians , and the Church of Chriſt; Sure 
therefore Cyprian neither acknowledged the ſupremacy nor 
the intallibility of the Pope. It may be time enough to anſwer 
the firſt of thoſe citations, when he finds out Cyprians Epiit. ad 
ul. for | cannot find ſuch an Epiſtle among all Cypriens Works. 

t por Soul he could ſay no better then his Manuel of con- 
troverſies, for H. T. Art. 7. cites it thus, Epift. ad Julian 1 find 
indeed Cyprian Epilt 45. ad Cornel. exhorting them who ſayled 
trom Africk to Rome (in the time that Novatianus was ſchiſ- 
matically choſen Biſhop of Reue) to adhere to the root and 
Matrix of the Catholick Church, not that he fo called the 
Roman Church, but as Cbamier judiciouſly obſerves, tom, 2: 
de Cecum. Pontif. Lb.” 13. cap. 23. the Catholick Church ad- 
viſing them not to joyn with any ſchiſmatical party, but to 
adhere to thoſe who did keep the unity of the Catholick 
Church. The ſame is the importance of that which Cyprian 
ſays Epiſt. 73, ad Jubsjanum (which perhaps this pamphleter in 
his Collection from others has taken for Epiſt. ad Jul. Not unius 
Eccleſæ caput & radicem tenemut. We keep the head and the 
root of the only Church, but there he makes no mention 
of Peter at all. So that the meaning is, we keep the unity of 
the Catholick Church, whereot particular Churches are mem- 
bers and branches. What though the Church of Reme be 
termed the Chair of Peter? Is it not uſual with Fathers to 
mention the Chairs of other Apoſtles, as may be ſeen in Tertul. 
de preſcript, cap. 36 or had Petey himſelf juriſdiction over the 
reſt of the Apoſtles ? No verily, Yea the Apoſtolick function 
being ſupream, if the reſt had been ſubordinate to Peter, they 
had been ſupream as being Apoſtles, and not ſupream as being 
ſubordinate to Peter, Hence Cyprian de unit. eccleſ. ſays, boc erent 
utique cæteri Apoſtoli quod erat Petrus, pari conſortio præditi honoris 
& poteſtatis, That which he cites out of Origen on the cap. G. 
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ad Rom. ( — that I in his time took — that thoſe 
Books of Origen on t omans were interpolat imports 
nothing but Peters Apoſtolical function, which was common 
to him with the reſt of the Apolſties, and ſo makes nothing 
for the pretended Supremacy of the Pope of Rome. 

Laſtly, the Pamphleter faith, that Polanus, and Whittaker, con- 
feſs that Vitlor did cary bimſelf like « Pope. Anſwer, Its long 
ſince to this allegiance of Breerly, from whom the Pamphleter 
filches it, Dr. Morton _ yed in his appeal, bb. 2. cap. 22. Sed. 2. 
chat indeed they cenſured Vider for his arrogancy, and as a 
troubler of Chriſtendom. For which alſo he was 
by Ancient Fathers of that age, and theſe are but coo ordi- 
nary endowments of Popes. But no Proteſtant did charge 
Vier , for aſſuming an abſolute power over Oecumenick 
Councils, or infallibility of Judgment to himſelf, as Popes do 
at this day. So that however he reſembled them in ſome ſin- 
ful praftiſes, yet differed from them in Faith. Neither did 
his Excommunicating of ſome eaftern Biſhops imply his aſ- 
ſuming a juriſdiction over mem, as is judiciouſly demonſtrated 
both by Dr. Merton. ibid. and fince by Dr. Stilling fleet. Part. 2. 
cap. 6, Sed. 11. for ſome Biſhops in the eaſt did Excommu- 
nicate Pope Juluu, as teſtifies Sohm. lib, 3. cap. 11. and N 
the patriarch of Conflantin 14 did excommunicate Pope Vigi- 
lis as witneſſes, Niceph, Hijt. lb. 17. cap. 26. and Photius, Anne 
$63. did Excommunicate Pope Nicolas the firſt, by the con- 
feflion of Barrenius, therefore their Excommunication did 
only import they were not to admit ſuch to their communion. 
I ſhall ſhur-up this diſcourſe of ſupremacy with that teſtimony 
of Cyprian and ot 87. Biſhops in Concil. Caribag. de baptix audi 
beret. Non of us, ſay they, is called Biſhop of Biſhops, and further» 
more they call ita Tyrannical terrour for any one Biſhop to 
impoſe upon his fellow Biſhops a neceſſity of obedience. 
May not I therefore conclude this firſt inſtance of Novelty 
with a retorſion. 

The Popes ſupremacy was no eſſential of the Chriſtian 
Faith, in che firſt three Centuries, But rhe Popes ſupremacy 
is an eſſential of the preſent Romiſh Religion, Ergo there 
is an eſſential in the preſent Romiſh Religion, which was 
not in the Chriſtian Religion of the firſt three Cemuries, 
quod erat demonſt rand am. 
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ſecond inſtance of Novelty ; concerning unwritten Tra- 
ditions, examined and retorted upon Romaniſls, 


Traditions, Proteſtants, ſaith he, deny that we ſhould believe 
thing, not contained in Scripture, upon Apoſtolical Tradition con- 
ſerved in the Church, where fallaciouſly he inſinuats, 1. that 
Proteſtants deny credit to Traditions really Apoſtolical, 2. 
that in the Roman Church are conſerved Traditions truly 
Apoſtolical of Articles of Faith, not contained in Scripture, 
Both which are Splendidly falſe; we do indeed maintain 
againſt Romaniſts a compleat ſufficiency of the holy Scriptures 
as containing all Articles of Faith, and herein we have the 
unanimous conſent of the Ancient Church. Doth not Fenew 
tib. 3. cap. 2. call che Goſpel rhe pillar and ground of Faith. 
Does he not. ibid. reprove Hereticks, for accuſing Scriptures, 
as if the truth could not be found by them, who are ignorant 
of Tradition. Is not Tertullian luculent for us, Ab. contre 
Herm:g. cap. 22. adoro ſcripturerum plenitudinem , and there- 
upon pronoui ced a woe upon them that teach any point of 
Faith not juſtifiable by the Scriptures. Saith not Origen bom, 1. 
in Jerem, Neceſſe eft Scripturas ſanttas in teftimonuum vecare, ſenſus. 
quppe noſtri fine bis teſtibus non habent fidem. Is not Cyprien as ex- 
Preis, 
Author 
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itgte veniens, wn ous Rant, oy — 
view, ea enim ſaciemda que ſcripts ſunt teſſatur Deus. Hence that 
Religious r antine in Theed. lib. 1. cap. 7. adviſed 
the Nicen Fa that they ſhould conſule with the divinely 
inſpired Scriprures, becauſe they do fully inſtru& us what to 
bebeve in divine things. Did not Bel. bewray his deſperate 
cauſe, when (ib. 1. de verb. Dei, cap. 11. he anſwered that Cen- 
flantin was indeed a great Emperour but no great Doctor. 
Is not this to condemn the judgment of the Nicen Fathers , 
who did approve the Emperors advice. It were eaſie to con- 
firm the ſame truth from Atheneſrus, Chryſoft. Baſil, Ey pb. Hierom, 
Auſtin, let it be judged in the fear of R 2 Re- 
ä gion 
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Religion be the ſafer, which acknowledges the Holy Scripture 
25 a compleat Canon adequately commenſurated to the end for 
which it was appointed, or Popery which (as Dr. Merton fit ly 
uſeth the reſemblance in his appeal, 4. 2. cap. 25.) makes 
Gods word like a ſick mans broken and imperiect will, half 
nuncupative and halt written, 

As tor the Pamphleters citations, he might have known 
what is anſwered to them by our controverſiits in their replies 
to, Bell. they all being taken from him. And 1. te Denys, de 
Ecrleſ. Hierarch, cap. 1. Its anſwered that not only is the Book 
83 but alſo he only affirms that the Apoſtles did deliver 
the Docttin of Salvation two ways, viz. by word and by writ, 
which none deiij2s. But rhe preſent queftion is whither all 
that's neceſſary be not contained in the written word. To 
that of Ignis ap,. Tuch. lib. 3. cap. 4. I anſwer, he indeed 
exhorts all to ſtick to the Traditions of Apoſtles, but they 
are ſtrangers in Anriquity who know not that by Traditions, 
Ancients do alſo underſtand the Do&rin of Faith recorded in 
the holy Scriptures, ſee Cyprien Epiſt. 74. a4 Pomp. and Bafil, 
lib. 3. cem Eunem, Neither is there a veſtige in the place ob- 
jected to (g uify that it is a Doctrin not contained in Scripture, 
To tbat from Irenew. lib. 3. cep. 4. He ſpeaks I confeſs of bar- 
barous nations who believed in Chrift fine charaGere & atramento, 
But he does not ſay that they believed Articles of Faith not 
contained in the Scripture, nay, all the Articles which there he 
reckohs out are Scripture Truths. Nor do we deny, if a 
Preacher not having a Bible with him, ſhould come to ſome 
Americen Countrys and Preach the Go'pel, that they were 
bound to believe, yet it would not tollow that the truths which 
they believed were not contained in Scripture. To Origen 
Hom. 5. in Num. and in cap. 6. ad Rem. Its anſwered ſome of 
the Traditions mentioned by Origen, are written Traditions, 
ſuch as that in Rom. cap. 6. of the baptiſm of infants which 
Bell, himſelf proves by Scripture, others of them as concer- 
ning peoples poſture in prayer are only ritual, and ſo do not 
touch the preſent queſtion which is of Articles of Faith, To 
Tertullian its anſwrred, that after he turned Montaniſt, he did 
ſpe.k too much for Traditions, yea, and for Traditions which 
Romaniſts themſelves re ect, ſuch as a threefold immerſion, 
giving honey and milk to perſons babtized, &c. Either _ 
ore 
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fore Romaniſts muſt Montanize and condemn themſelves for 
rejecting many Traditions approve by Tertullian, or lay aſide 
his Teſtimonies, His Bek de cron. militis, is ſuppoſed by ſome 
Learned men to be written in his Montaniſm, yea, and by Pame-z. 
lim himſelt ; in vita Tertull. yer moſt of the Traditiois men- 
tioned there, are about rituals and diſciplinary matters, But 
in his writtings againſt Hereticks,ſuch as chat againſt Hermo- 
genes and his preſcriptions he is full for us; It had been there- 
tore the Pamphleters prudence not to have touched his Book 
de preſcriptionibus, tor there expreſly he coudemus Herericks for 
maintaining Traditions which were alleadged to be communi» 
cated in a clanculary way by the Apoſtles, only to ſome few. 
And whereas he ſaid, Hereticks were to be convicted by Tra- 
dition, he ſpeaks not of Traditions altogether unwritten, 
but of Scriptural Doctrins, which had been tranſmitted, done 
in the Apoſtolick Churches to that time. And it is in op- 
poſition to Hereticks who either did deny the Scriptures, or 
mutilate them. or acknowledged not their perfection. Though 
againſt ſuch Traditions be improven, It follows nor that all 
Articles of Faith are not contained in Scripture. And beſides 
it was eaſter then to diſpute from Tradition being ſo near to 
the Apoſtolick age, then now after ſo many reelings and viciſ- 
ſitudes. To Cyprian who lib.'t, Epil. 12. Jays that the Babtized 
onght to be aneynted, and lib. 2. Epiſt. 3. that water ſhould be, mixed 
with wine in the Eucharift, Its anſwered that theſe are only 
rituals,no Articles of Faith, yea the Trent Catechiſm de Baptiſms 
Ad. 7. defins that water is the only matter of Baptiſm, and 
conſequently Baptiſin may be without union. So certaiuly 
it was in the Baptiſm of the Fuauch. Ad. 8. 28, 39. of Ce- 
nelins. AQ, 10. 47, 48. and of the Jaylour. Ad. 16. 33. The 
ſame Roman Catechiſm de Euch. Ad. 10. defins bread and wine 
to be the only matter of the Euchariſt and expreſly, Ad. 17. 
& fi aqua deſit, ſacramentum Euchariſtie conſſ are poſſet. But all our 


- queſtion is of Articles of Faith. 


There remains nothing as to the matter of Tradition, but 
that he charges the Father: receiving the Scripture only upon Tra- 
dition, Vet for this he alleadges no proof, and therefore it may 
be re ected as a Teſuiriſm. Did not the Fathers ſee as clear 
evidence for the Divine Authority of Scriprures as Jeſuits ? 
Yet both V zlentia Ub, 1. de anal. fidei. per totum, and Bell. de verb. 
Dei. 
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Dei. lib. 1. cap. 2. do produce many arguments beſide Tra- 
dition for the Divine Original of Scripture. And which is 
more, uot ouly Fathers did acknowledge the ſeli evidencing 
Light of Holy Scripture, as Origen <t} «por, Ib. 4. cap. 1. 
but allo Romaniſts themſelves in their lucid intervalls, as 
Val. lib. cit. cap. 20. and Melcher Camus, lib, 2. cap, 8. and Dr. 
Strang 4:jcript. lb. 1. cop. 17, Pag. 128. brings in Mantuan 
ſpeaking moit expreſly to this purpoſe. We are, perſwaded, 
ſaich he, that Scripture flowed from the firſt truth, ſed unde 
ſumus ta prrſuaſi, niſi « ſeipſu. Bur beſides this, Romaniſts 
muſt be remembred, that the Traditions atteſting the Scrip- 
tures to be the word of God, is not to be reckoned among 
unwritten Traditions, the ſame being written, 2 Tim. 3. 15. 
There be alſo many Learned Divines who defer very much to 
that Tradition, in the reſolution of the belief of the Scrip- 
turs, who yet hold the Scriptures to be the compleat rule of 
Faith, and that all the Articles, or material objefts of our 
Faith are contained in Scripture. What need I more againſt 
the neceſſiry of unwritten Traditions in the preſent Romiſh 
ſenſe? Seeing Autin, lib. 3. contra Lit. Pet lian. cap. 6. Pron- 
ounces an Anathema upon all them who ſhall teach any thing 
either of Chriſt or his Church, or any matter of Faith, beſide 
that which is received from legal and evangelical Scriptures, 
hence another demonſtration of the falſhood and Novelty 
of the Romiſh Religion. 

That unwritten Traditions of Articles of Faith, are 
to be received with equal devotion, as the Scriptures of 
God, was no eſſential of the Faith of the Catholick 
Church in the firſt three ages. But this is an eſſential of 
the preſent Romiſh Faith, Ergo, &c. 


SECT, 111 


The third inſtance of Novelty, concerning the Sacrifice of the 
Maſs, conſidered and retorted upon Romani(ts, 


Tr: Pamphleter in his third Inſtance faith, that Proteſtants 
deny the unbloody Sacrifice of Cbriſti body and blood offered up 
to God in the Maſs, Here it will be needful to hint at the — 

ate 


Ht 
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ſtate of the queſtion betwixt Romaniſts and us, which the ad- 
verlary deceictully ſhuns to unfold. We then conſeſs that in the 
Sacrament of the Lords Supper is a lively repreſentation, and a 
thankfull commemoration of the Sacrifice of Chriſt offered 
upon the Croſs, ſo that this Sacrament may be termed an im- 
proper Euchariſtick and commemorative Sacrifice, or as others 
ſpeak latreutical and objective. Nor did the Fathers of the 
ancient Clutch ever intend any more, as not only your divines 
have demonſtrated, but alſo among Romaniſts the learned 
Picherell diſſert. de Miſſa. cp. 2. but we deny that the ancient 
Church in choſe three firſt ages held the Sacrament of the 
Lords Supper to be a proper propitiatory Sacrifice for the ſins 
of the living and dead, as is now defined by the Council of 
Trent, Seſſ. 22. Can. 1. 2. 3. 4. 8. Yea, hardly will the name 
Meſs be found in the undoubred writings of the Fathers of the 
firſt three Ages, albeit Barons in his Anaeb is bold to Ay that 
it is the moſt ancient name of chis S:crament, and was delivered 
to the Church at Jeruſalem by the Apoſtle amen. Had it been 
ſo, Is it credible taat neither Igvatins, nor Jrenew, nor Fultia 
Mertyr, nor Tertul. nor Origen, nor Cyprian, would once have 
made mention of the word Maſs? but for this impudent ſalſ- 
hood the Cardinal is ſufficiently chaſtiſed by Cauſebin, Exercit, 
16. an. 34. Nun. 39. The firſt notice that the Game learned 
Cauſabon, and after him P. Wil. Forbes, lib. 3. de Sacrif. Miſſe, 
cap. 1. do obſerve of it was about 250 years after Chriſt, in an 
Epiſtle of Cornelins Biſhop of Rome to Lupicinus, and yet both 
of them doubt if this Epiſtle be genuine, and therefore I faid 
that hardly will the name Maſs be found in the undoubted wri- 
rings of Ancients of theſe Ages. 

Bur its not names we ſtand upon, and therfore. I affirm that 
though Fathers did offen uſe the word Sacrifice concerning the 
Sacrament of the Lords Supper, yet they meant only an eucha- 
riſtick and commemorable Sacrifice, not proper and expiatory. 
This has been larply demonſtrated by many. I will hint at a few 
conſiderations, which I hope may Satisfie thoſe that are not ob- 
ſtinately wilful! to adhere to a preconceived opinion. 

And 1. the Fathers ſaid that they did Sacrifice to God, bread 
and win in the Evuc' ariſt, fo Irmeus lib. 4. cap. 32. Cyprian Sem. 
de opere & Fleem»(mais, ard epit. 63. and Autin epit. 122. yea and 
the compyler of a part of the Miſſal (for its like a N 
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cloak patched up at Severall times) Seems to have been of the 
ſame opinion, tor before the Conſecration, its — ſuſcipe pater 
hanc Immaculatam boſtium, but then by the Romaniſts own con- 
ſeſſion there is nothing but bread and wine; Now ſure it is, 
bread and wine can be no propitiatory Sacrifice to expiate the 
fins of the Elect, Ergo, all theſe muſt be underſtood to ſpeak 
of an improper Euchariſtick and commemorative Sacrifice." 
Secondly, the Fathers doe clearly expound themſelves to mean 
nothing elſe,Chryſoftom who as often terms the Sacrament of the 
Supper a Sacrifice as any, expounds his meaning moſt clearly 
Hom.17. in Heb, we offer up, ſaith he, The ſame Sacrifice which Chriſt 
offered, then he Subjoyns by way ot Expoſition, wdaarer d- 
mv ddt, or rather the remembrance thereof. S. kujeb. Ub. 1. de 
demonſtrat. cap. 10. he bas commanded us to offer-unto God wruiy arri 
WWanas, 4 Memoriall, intead of a Sacrifice, and Auſtin, lib. 20. Cond. 
Fauſt. Manich. cals it, Sacrementum memorie, a Sacrament of re- 
membrance Thbeoret, Clemens, Baſil, and Greg. Nazianzen call the 
euchariſt Simbols -and tips of the Sacrifice of Chriſt on the 
croſſe. The Chuch Theoderet in Pſ. 109. offers to God the Simbols of 
Chrijts body and bled. T heſe Fathers indeed (excepting Clemens ) 
are poſterior to the 3d Century but their faith is conſonant to 
the faith of the Church in former ages, Hence /u/tin Martir in 
dial cum Triph. Pap. 101. edit Comelm, Chriſt commanded 1s to offer 
the bread of the Euchariſt, in recordationem paſſionis, in remembrance 
of his Paſſion, and Irenens lib. 4. cap. 34. makes this diſparity 
betwixt the Jewiſh and Chriſtian Sacrifice, Species tantum mutata 
eſt, the change is only in the cur ward torimes, but ſure the 
ſewiſh Sacrifices were not the real Sacrifice of Chriſt, but re- 
preſentations thereot, conſequently Zrenens looked on the eu- 
chariſt only as a repreſentative Sacrifice. 
1hirdly, as the Euchariſt. ſo alſo Baptiſm was called by the Fa- 
thers a Sacrifice. the molt of the Fathers. plerique antiquornm, if we 
may credit Melchior Canu- lib. 12. loc. com. c. 13. p. 680. expound 
that of the Apoſtle Heb. 10. 7 bere remains no more Sacrifice fo fin, 
of Biptiſm. But Romaniſts will confels Baptiſm is no proper 
Sacrifice, why then do they not ſay the fa” e of the E chariſt. 
Four:bly, as fathers ſay that Chriſt is Sacrificed in the euchoriſt 
ſo are they found ſaying that he dyes and Suſfers in that S+cra- 
ment. Hence Greg. is cited in the Canon law by Grat: an de c:n- 
ſecrat. diſt. 2. cap. 73. quid fit, affirming that Jeſus dyes in the 
a Mm myſtery 
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miſtery of the euchariſt. Will any Romaniſt ſay, Chriſt property 
dies or Suffers either in Baptiſm or in che Euchariſt, Nay ſays 
the Gloſs upon the laſt cited place, he is ſaid to die quis mors 
ejus & paſſio repraſentantur, why then do they not lay the ſame 
concerning his Sacrifice ? And indeed if he be properly Sacri- 
ficed then muſt he alſo properly die and Suffer. 

Fiftly, when Julian the Apoſtate did object that Chriſtians had 
no proper Sacritices Cyril lib. 9. cont. Jul. did admit they had only 
Spiritual Sacrifices, which he would never have yielded, if he 
had been of the Tridentin faich, that there is a proper propiti- 
atory Sacrifice in the Mals. 

Sh, this truth is fo luculent,that it hath extorted confeſſions 
from eminent Doctors of the RomiſhChurch, that the Sacrament 
of the Supper is called a Sacrifice, becauſe in it the Sacritice of 
Chriſt on the croſſe is commemorated, ſo Lombard lib. 4. ſent. 
diſt. 12. Aquinas. part. 3. queſt, $3. art. 1. Liranus in beb, 10. Pichs- 
rel, diſſert. de Miſſa- Barneſius in Catbolico Romano Pontif. ſe. 7. to 
whom D. William Forbes, de Miſſa cap. I. adds Wicelus, Ferus, and 
divers others. | 

Sevemthly and laſtly, Romaniſts are ſo divided among them- 
ſelves touching this matter, that Malderus Biſhop of Antwerp, as 
cited by D. Will. Forbes, pag. 452. relates nine ſeveral opinions 
of Romaniſts. all which Malderus refutes, not excepting the o- 
pinion of Bellarmin himſelt. And yet ſays mine Author (who 
is known to have been no rigid Adverſary of Romaniſts) his 
own opinion was nibile melier, no whit ſounder then the reſt. 
By theſe conſiderations I hope the diſcreet Reader may be ſatiſ- 
fed, that though Fathers uſed the word Sacrifice, yet they 
meant only an Euchariſtick and commemorative Sacrifice. 

To the Teſtimonies therefore objected by the Pamphleter, [ 
anſwer in two words, vis. That the firſt three, namely, from the 
Liturgy of Fames, Andrews Book, of the Paſſion, Clements Epiſtle 3. 4 
alſo that from Hippolitus de Anticbriſto are cenſured as ſpurious, ſee 
CoCcus in Cenſur. pag. 9. 21.5 3. and 65. And Kivet Crit. Sac. lib. 1. 
cap. 3. 4. and 8. lib. 2. cap. 11. Yea, the faith of James Liturgie is 
queſtioned by Bell. de ſcript. Eccleſ. an. 34. and lib. 4. de Euch. 
cap. 3. Andrews Book by Barronius, Tom. t. an. 44. Num. 42. 43. 
and an 69. Nam. 34. And Clements Epiſtles both by Bell. de ſcript. 

Eccleſ. an. 92. and Barren. Tom. 2. an, 102. Num. 6.7. Secondly, 
that the reſt of the teſtimonies from Jgnetius, Irenens, Tertul. &c. 
are 
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are only to be underſtood of Euchariſtick, commemorative, 
and Symbolick Sacrifices, which might be confirmed by par- 
ticular arguments from the ſeveral Authors, but I hope the 
premiſed conſiderations may ſuffice. Only left any ſhould 
imagine that the word Meſs was know in the days of Ignatius, 
that which the Pamphleter renders out of him to celebrate 
a Maſs,in Ignatius Greek Epiſt. ad Smyrn. is H de, which 
ſignifies only to celebrate a banquet. *I may therefore here 
ſhut up with a new demonſtration of Popiſh Novelty. 
That there is a rages propitiatory Sacrifice in the 
Maſs, was no effential of the Ancient Catholick Religion. 
But that there is a proper propitiatory Sacrifice in the 
Maſs is an aſſential in the preſent Romith Religion. 
Ergo, There is an other eſſential in the preſent Romiſh 
— igion, which was not in the Ancient Catholick Re- 
gion. 


SECT. IV. 


A fourth Inſtante of Novelty, concerning Tranſub anti at 
| 4721 ed — retorted upon Kaan. nſubfaxiation, | 


He Pamphleter in his fourth Inftance, faith, that Pro- 
* teſlants deny the real preſence and Tranſubſl anti ation. And 
toward the cloſe of this fourth Inſtance, Pag. 143. he would 
ſneakingly inſinuate, that their alf Commun ons (which are ſo 
palpable an innovation, chat their own Authors cannot den 
it) bad been approven by the Ancient Church. To this laſt I ſhall 
have a more fit occaſion to ſpeak in the firſt appendix to this, 
Sed. 7. And therefore at the time ſhall only examin that of 
Tranſubſtantiation. We deny not the real preſence, nay, we 
affirm that Chriſt is really exhibited to believers in the uſe of 
the Sacrament. That which we deny is a Tranſubſtantiated 
preſence, ſo as the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine are deſtroyed, 
a ſpeRer of accidgngs withour a Subject, remaining, and the 

y and blood &&(Chriſt being ſubſtiruted oder the acci- 
dents. In this we and not Romaniſts are tonſonant to the 
Faith of the Anctent Church. Hence fene u, lib. 4. cap. 34, 
the bread (after confecration) # mot now common bread, but an 

M m 2 ( Euc bar iſt, 
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Euchariſt, conſiſting of two things, the terren, and the heavenly. Then 
in the Euchariſt two things are exhibited to believers, the 
terren, viz, Bread and Wine, and the Heavenly, the ody and 
blood of Chriſt. And therefore the uſual Ohiechen which the 
Pampbleter takes out of the ſame cap. of Irenew where the Father 
concluds againſt Hereticks that Jeſw is the Son of the makgr of the 
World, becauſe that bread upon which thanks is given, is the body of 
the Lord, and that cup bis bloed, makes nothing tor Tranſubitan- 
tiation, Nay it diſtroys it, Bread cannot be the body of Chriſt 
not the cup his blood ina proper ſenſe, bar in a hguracive, 
and the force of ſrenau argument appears to be this, he that 
inſtitured the creatures of God as ſacred and exhibitive Sym- 
bols of his body and blood, muſt be the Son of God, Chriſt 
did fo, Ergo, C. 

Tertullian is no leſs luculent, (ib. 4. Cont, Marcio. cap. 40. 
expreſly calling the Bread a figure of his body, aud then 
drawes an argument againſt Marcion, and other riereticks to 
prove that Chriſt had a true and real body, becauſe it could 
not be the figure of his body, it he had not a true body. 
Bur if Romiſh Doctrine of Tranſublantiation were true, 
Tertull , could never have uſed a more unhappy argument 
againſt Marcion, for it there be no real bread in rhe Sacrament, 
but a Phantaſm of accidents without a ſubjeR, this had rather 
given advantage to Marcion, who affirmed Chriſt to have a 
Phantaſtical hody. Here I cannot but notice the prevarication 
of the Pamphleter, he mentions only theſe words of 1errull, 
the Bread taken and diftributed be made bis body, and then crys out, 
what more cleer far Tranſubſtentiation # But had he not mutilated 
Tertulliam words, it would have appeared nothing could be 


more clear to overturn Tranſubſtantiation , for preſently 


Tertull, thus explains himſelf, boc eff, figura corporns mei, that is, 
this is, the figure of my Body. Yea, Bratw, Kbenanw, in admon. 
de Tertul, rechen, this as one of Tertullian ſentiments, 
hat the body of Chriſt is only figuratively in the Eucha- 
riſt. 

By this alſo may be cleared, what the Phamphl-ter objet: 
out of Ignatiu Epiſt. ad — — that the Setunian Hereticks did 
not admit of Euchariſts and oblations, becauſe they do not confeſs the 
Eucharift to be our Saviours Fleſh. For as. Spalat. lib. 5. cap. 6. 
Nun. 151, well obſerves, though the Euchariſt be not pro- 


perly 
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perly the Fleſh of Chriſt, yer being a Symbol of his Fleſh, 
it receives the denomination of the thing ſigniſied, and ſtrong- 
ly proves that Chriſt hath real Fleſh and a proper humane 
mature, which thoſe Hereticks denyed. They therefore ſee- 
ing che ſtrength of this Argument rejected the Eucha- 
riſt. 

add another teſtimony of Tertullian lib. de anime. cap. 17, 
the ſenſes, ſaith he, are nat deceived about the r own objedis, leſt thereby 
ſemetb.ng of advantage might be yeelded to Heret ch, making but 4 
Phartaſm of (brit, &c. But according to the tener of Tran- 
ſubſtantiators the ſenſes of all the World are ludified, with 
Ie tullign accords Cyprien , who Epi. 76. calls the Bread the 
body of Chriſt and the Wine his blood, which were a mani- 
feſt falſhood , if not figuratively underſtood. So likewiſe 
Origen in Math. 15. that wh.ch is ſandiſied by the word of God and 
Prayer, according to tbe material part of it, goes into the belly, and is 
ſent into 1he draught. I defire to know by a Romaniſt, what is 
this material part of the Sacrament which goes into the 
draught, it the ſubſtauce of bread do not remain? when 
therefore Origen ſaith we eat and drink the body and blood of the 
Led, in the place objefied by the Pampbleter, he can only be un- 
derſtood of a Symbolical and Myſtical Eating and Drink- 


ing. 
With thoſe Fathers of the firſt three ages, theſe of follow- 
ing times do agree as appears by, Theod, dial. 1. where he 
fays that by the bleſſing of conſecration, the nature of the elements is 
not changed, but grace added unto nature, i itiat]ar tis dei 
ces, but abide in their proper nature ſhape and figure, ſo much 
is affirmed by Gelaſus lib. de du bus uatu is Cbriſti contra Eutych. 
Neſter. in bib. pat. tom. 5. part. 3. So allo Auguſtin contre Adi- 
mam um, cap. 12. and the Author of the Books de ſacr. mentis 
going under the name of Ambroſe lib. 4. cap. 4. ut ſint que er ant, & 
in aliud conve tantur, that they may be what they were, and be 
converted into another thing. If they remain what they were, 
then ſure their converſion into another thing, muſt be only 
Symbolical. A volume would hardly contain'the teſtimonies 
of this nature which may be heaped up. | 

Scarce doth any teſtimony remain objeRted. by the adver- 
fary wh ch we have not cleared on the by, as we were bringing 
teſtimonies ſor the truth. His ſpurious teſtimonics I value 
nor, 
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not, and ſuch is not only that from Dexy's lib. de Eccleſ. Hierareb 
cap. 3. but alſo that from Cyprian de cæna domini, as is demon- 
{trated by Cricicks, and yet neithet of them make for Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Not the firſt, or the Pſexdo---Deny's exclama- 
tion, O diviniſimum ſacrementum, whither it be taken with Dr. 
Morton, az a Rhecorical apoſtrophe or with Spalat, as an inve- 
cation of Chriſt himſeli, who is the ching ſignified in the 
Sacrament. Nor the other aſcribed ro Cyprien, wherein the 
Elements are ſaid to be changed, not in ſhape, but in nature, tor nature 
is not taken for ſubſtance (elſe this ſhould be repugnant to the 
true Cyprian) but for the condition of theſe Elements, as wheh 
we ſay that things are of different nature, ſome common and 
prophane, others holy and Divine, in this ſen e the Elements 
after conſecration are changed in their nature, beginning then 
to be of holy uſe and Divine vertue, albeit Learned Salmaſus 
in Simplicio Verino, Pag. 78. ſuſpects that teſtimony to be viti- 
ated, and that it ought to be read nec ſpecie,nec natura, neither 
changed in ſhape,nor in nature, Romaniſts have commirted 
many ſuch parricids on the writings of Fathers, ſo that here 
alſo I may conclude with a fourth demonſtration of Romiſh 
Novelty. 

That the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine are deſtroyed 
in the Euchariſt, and the body and blood of Chriſt are 
ſubſticured in their place, was no eſſential of Faith in 
the firſt three ages. But this is an eſſential of the pre- 
ſent Romiſh Faith, Ergo, &c. 


er. 


A fifth inflance of Novelty, concerning Purgatory examined 
and Retorted. 


* Pamphleter in his fifth Inſtance ſaith, that P. eteſamt. 
deny Purgatory and Prayers for the dead, Where Sophiſti- 
cally he throwes two Popiſh errors together. Well he knew 
that no ſolid teſtimony for Purgatory could be brought from 
the Church in the firſt three Centuries, therefore he adds to 
it, prayer for the dead, as if the Ancient Church had no other 
end in Praying for the dead, but to deliver them from the 
rorments 
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torments of Purgatory, which ſhall appear to be a manifeſt 
falſhood. | | | 

Purgatory is indeed an Article of the Romiſh Faith, as ap- 
pears by the Council of Trent, ſeſs. 6. can. 30. and ſeſs. 25. 
decret. de Purg. and Bell. lib. 1. de Purg. cap. 5, yea, lo eſſential 
an Article that 7. C. adverſary to the Arch. Biſhop of Cant. 
is bold to ſay, that we are under as much neceſſity to believe 
it, as the Trinity, or incarnation, nor is it wonder that they 
contend ſo earneſtly for it. For as Spalat. lib. 5. de repub. 
Eccleſ, cap. 8. Sell. 73. hath obſerved, it is the Doctrine which 
hath moſt enriched the Church of Rome. But it is as far from 
the Faith of the Ancient Chriſtian Church in the fitſt three 
ages, 2s Hell is from Heaven. Is it not acknowledged by 
eminent Authors in the Romith Church, Reffenſts art. 18. cont. 
Lib. Polid. Virg. lib. S. de invent. rerum cap. 1. Alphonſus a Caſtro 
de bæreſ. lib. &. verb. ndulg. and lib. 12. tit. Purgatorium, that it 
was but lately known to the Catholick Church, little or no 
mention of it made by Greek Fathers, and by rhe Letins them 
ſelves received bur by little and little. Yea, that to this day 
it is not believed by the Creek, Church. Doth not Sixtus Fen- 
enfis lib. 6. anmot, 259. conſeſs that an apology written by 
Marcus Metrop. of Epheſus was given into the Council of Baſil, 
in name of the Greek, Church diſapproving the Doctrme of 
Purgatory. And among themſelves there are Authors of great 
Note, who have denyed Purgatory, ſuch as Learned Picherel, 
de miſſa cap. 2. Pag. 250. Barneſ. Cathol. Roman, Pacif. Sefl. 9. 
L. D. ad finem paral. and doth not Thomas ab Albijs, in his 
tractate. de medio anima um ftatu, ſtrike at the Foundation 
of it ? 

Bur to leave theſe teſtimonies out of their own bowels, 
how far the Ancient Church was from believing Purgatory, 
to be an Article of Fiich is copiouſly, and Learnedly demon- 
ſtrated by Dellens lib. G. de penis & ſatisfas. per totum. At the 
time let Cyprian ſutfice forall, lib. a Demet. cum if binc exceſſum 
furrit, when once we paſs frem thu Liſle, there is no place for repen- 
tance, nor any effe? of ſatisfaHion, ſure then no Purgatory, and 
a little betore, to the ſame Demet. he ſays that when thy Life is 
finiſhed, ad Sterne, vel mortis,vel immontalitatis boſpitia dividimu, 
we are divided to the eternal dwellings of death, or of im- 
mortality, where he acknowledges two ſtatcfgfter this _ 

all 
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and both theſe eternal, and in Serm. de lapfis, he exhorts him 
that has ſinned to confeſs his ſin, dum in ſæculs eff, while he is 


in this World, dum admitti confeſſie ejus poteſt, dum ſatisfatio & 


remiſſio facla per ſacerdotem apud dommum gratia eft, where clear! 
he holds out, that after this Life, neither couteſhon, nor ſati(- 
faction can be accepted of God, and in his excellent treatiſe 
de immortalitate, this is one of his chief arguments, whereb 
he encourages Chriſtians againſt the fear of death, becau 
preſently atter death, they are inveſted with eternal Life, 
ejus eſt mortem timere, qui ad Cbriſum nolit ire, ejus e ad Chriſtum 
nolle ire, qui ſe non credat cum Cbriſte jncipere regnare, it departed 
Saints begin to reign with Chriſt, then ſure they are not thruſt 
down to torments equivalent to the torments of Hell. 

But did not the Ancient Church pray tor the dead? Anſw, 
Its granted ſhe did, but not for a liberation trom torments, 
under which ſhe ſuppoſed them to be preſently ſmarting, as 
do Romaniſts, and therefore from theſe Prayers, nothing can 
be concluded for Purgatory. The Ancient Church in their 
Prayers for the dead did pray for Martyrs, Apoltles, Patri- 
archs, Prophets, the Virgin Mary, and for all the faithful, as 
appears from Epipbanius kereſ. 75. and from the Liturgies that 
go under the names of James, and of Chryſo/tom, in bib. pat. 
tom. 2. greco---latin, and from the Liturgy of the Churches ot 
Egypt, attributed to Bafil, Greg, Natzianzen, and Cyril, in bib. 
par. tom. 6. edit. 4. Cyprian likewiſe lib. 4. Epiſt. 5. atfirms, thy 
offered for the Martyrs who bad received Palmes and Crowns, Many 
more teſtimonies may be brought, but I ſum up all in that 
teſtimony of Auilin lib. de cura pro mortuis cap. 4. who affirms 
that Prayers were made for all that dyed in the Catholick Faith. See- 
ing therefore the Ancient Church prayed for thoſe. who by 
the confeſſion ot all were not in torment, but in a bleſſed ſtate, 
che ſcope of their Prayers was not for deliverance from the 
torments of Purgatory. 

If any aske, for what then did they pray for the dead, Bell. 
is conſtrained to afford us an anſwer, for when he had objected 
to himſelf, lib. 2. de Purg. cap. 5. how in the Miſs for the dead 
they pray. that the Sculs of the faithful may he delivered from the 
pains of Hl, from the deep lake, from the mouth of the Lyon, he 
a»ſwers, that although the Souls of the taithtul at the ir par- 
ticular judgment have received a ſentence, whereby they are 
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delivered from Hell, yet there remains a general judgment, 
where they are to receive a ſolemn ſentence both as to Soul and 
Body, and that the Prayers of the Miſſal do relate to that laſt 
ſentence of the great day, the ſame may be ſaid to have been 
the ſcope of the Prayers of the ancient Church. 

Bur yet turther, to clear that the Prayers of the ancient 
Church had no reference to Purgatory. It would be cemem- 
bred, that among ancient Chriſtians there were divers Errors 
concerning the ſtate of the departed, now juſtly diſowned both 
by Proteſtants and Papiſts, which might have given occaſion 
to theſe Prayers, as firſt, many of them were of opinion, that 
though all the Souls of the Faithful were in requie, in a bleſſed 
reſt, yet they were not admitted to the Beatifick Viſion before 
the day of Judgment. Hence Sixtus Senemſu, lib, 6. Bibl. Annot. 
345. to prove that many in the ancient Church were ſmitten 
with this Error, he not only adduces teſtimonies from ſeveral 
particular Authors, ſuch as /reneus, Futftin, Tertul. Origen, Ladlan- 
tins, Prudentius, Ambroſe, &c, but alſo the form of Prayer for the 
dead, in James Liturgy. 2+ Many were of opinion, that all 
were to paſs through a fire of Purgatory at the great day. 
Yea, 3dly, ſome were of opinion, that by the Prayers of the liv- 
ing, the pains of the Damned were eaſed, among whom were 
Chryſoftom and Prudentius, &c. of which ſee Sixtus Senenfls, lib. 6. 
Annot. 47. I ſhould not willingly mention theſe miſtakes and 
errors of Fathers, did not the importunity of Romaniſts con- 
ſtrain me to diſcover the miſapplications which are made of 
their Prayers to Furgatory. Bur generally they believed, that 
the Souls of the faithſul at the preſent were in reguie, aud there- 
fore Tertul, lib, de Patiemis, accounteth it an injury to Chriſt ta 
judge, that the Souls of departed Saints are in a ſtate to be pi- 
tied, theſe miſtakes of Ancients, being now through the mercy 
ot God cleared, there is no reaſon to admit the ſuperſtructure 
built thereupon. 

I cannot but add what learned Dallee hath obſerved, lib. 6. de 
penis & ſatisſadl. cap. 2. that among all the Teſtimonies which 
Bell. hach muſtered up for Prayers tor the Dead, there is none 
brought from the real writings of any Fathers, who died he- 
fore the beginning of the 3d Gentury,and therefore )udiciouſly 
concludes, that ſeeing there is no mention of them, either ly 
Moſes, or the Prophets, or by Chriſt and the Apoſtles, or by the 
Fathers, who immediately ſucceeded to them, as Ignatius, Ire- 
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neut, or Juſtin Martyr, that apon the forementioned accounts 
they have been introduced into the Church towards the end 
of the 2d Century, but without any intuition to Purgatory, 
Had they been then deſigned for Purgatory, how came it that 
the Fathers never once gave this as the reaſon of theſe Prayers ? 
When Epiphanius was demanded by Aerius, for what end Prayers 
were put up for the Dead, it had been eaſie to have anſwered, 
that it was for the deliverance ot Souls out of Purgatory ? But 
he brings other reaſons, and has nothing to that purpoſe, 
which is a clear demonſtration, that he was not of the preſent 
Romiſh Faith concerning Purgatory, And ſurely its built 
upon moſt abſurd Principles, ſuch as 1. the diſtin&ion of ſins 
Venial and Mortal, as if ſome ſins of they own nature did not 
deſerve everlaſting puniſhment. 2dly, That when God for- 
gives fin, he forgives not all the puniſhment thereof. 3dly, 
That Chriſt has not ſatisfied Juſtice fully for our ſins, ſeeing 
ve muſt in part ſatisfy our ſelves for them. 

The teſtimonies cited by the Pamphleter, having been often 
cleared by Proteſttye Authors, I ſhall ſpeedily diſpatch them, 
and firſt many of then. as ſrom Denys de Hierarch. cap. 7. Clements 
Con fit. and Epiſtles, And James Liturgie are ſpurious, and yet make 
nothing for the purpoſe. Learned Dalleus de Pſeudepigrapbis 
Apoftolicis, hath not only proved againſt Jeſuite Twrian a 
Bevius by Armies of arguments Clements couſtitutions to be ſpu- 
rious, but alſo lib, 1. cap. 1. ſhews them to be held as ſuch by 
moſt learned Romaniſts, Bell. Barren. Perron. Margarinus de la 
Bigne, Albaſpineus, Petavius, & c. to whom afterwards he adds 
Pope Gelaſius, and lib. 2. cap. 17. he makes it probable that theſe 
conſtitutions were compiled by ſome Impoſtor, towards the 
end of the Fifth Century. wever, thele writings attributed 
to Clemens, Denys, and Fames, k of Prayers for them,who un- 
doubredly are in a bleſſed Eſtate, and therefore not for thoſe, 
who labour in the flames of Purgatory. Hence Clemens lib. B. 
cen ſitut. cap. 41. pro quiſcentibus in Chriſto fratribus oremu«; and in 
che Liru rgy aſcribed ro James, animas beatas requieſcere ſaciat Do- 
nimus, and again, Prayers are put up for all the faithful from 
45 · the juſt, unto this day. Conſequently either none were ina 
bleſſed Rate or their prayers are gut up for ſuch. In the citation 
of Origen, he diſcovers little either of wit or honeſty. For who 
knows not that Origen was condemned, not only by Epipheniw 
Epi/t. ad Joan. Hieroſ. Hierom, ad Pammech, Auſtin, Hereſ. 43. 4 
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de Civ. Dei. 115.21. cap. ). but alſo by the 5th Ovcumenick Council, 
yea, and by Bell. himſelf lib. 1. de 7 — maintaining there 
were no paius after this life but only Purgatory pains, and aſ- 
ſerting that chere ſhall be an end of the pains, both ot Devils, 
and wicked men, nd our Pamphleter had not ſo much judg- 
ment, as to obſerve that Origen aſſerted this his Hereſie in the 
teſtimony cited by him, Vt efficiantur omnes aurum purum, that all 
may become pure gold, ſhall Juda, ſhall Cain, ſhall devils at length 
become pure gold? as for Tertull. in bis book de coron. militis, he 
ſpeaks only ot prayer forthe dead, which how it was uſed b 
the Ancient Church, I have already told, and in bis book de 
anima cap. 58. he makes mention indeed of a carcer inferni, but 
truly means no Purgatory, but only the common receptacle of 
ſaints, untill the day of judgment, tor a litle before cap. 55. he 
clears himſelt ſaying, conflituimus omnem animam apud inferos ſe- 
queſtrari in diem domini, and there upon Bell. concluds him to be 
one of thoſe, who mantained che elect were not admitted to the 
beatifick viſion, untill the day judgment, and the rather he calls 
ita Carcer, for according to his Chiliaſt fancy, he thought not 
that all ſhould riſe alike, but ſome ſooner, ſome latter, accord- 
ing to their degrees of fins or graces. 

From Cyprian he cites that commonly obiected Place, x Epi. 
ad Anton. its one thing ts be amended for fins by long grief, and to by 
purged with fire a long while, another to bave purged away all fins bl 
ſuffering Martirdome, but this nothing concerns Purgatory. As 
not only our divines, but ſome of there own alſo, as Rigaltius and 
Albaſpineus have ſhowed, that Cyprian is there only ſpeaking of 
the ſeverities of diſcipiine, which the leſi under went in order 
to pardon, and comparing -them with the felicity where of 
Martyis after death are poſſeſſed. That purging fire is the 
ſeverity ot Church diſciplin, which in primitive times wag, very 
long drawn out, neith-r needs it ſeeme ſtrange to any, that its 
compared to a fire ſeeing Hierem diſcribing the penitentiall ex- 
erciſes of Fabiola, Fpitaph, fab. ad Oceanum ſaies, Sedit ſuper Car- 
bones ignis bi fuerunt in adiutorium, and Pope Siricius in epitt,ad Him- 
mer calls perperuall repentance, furificator im pen tudini: ignem, 
the purging fre of Repentance, and that this is the geruine 
ſcope of Cyprian, might he confirmed from the ſeries of his diſ- 
courſe, but who deſires farther ſatis faction, I remic them to 
Dalleus de penis & ſatis/ac, lib. 4. cap. 10. 
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E Now only remains Auſtin, who is the firſt Father that really 
ſpeaks to this purpoſe, about the end of the fourth, or be- 
pinning of the fifth Century, but ſure it is, Auſtin concluded 
nothing dogmatically in this matter, as may appear, by his, 
non redarguo, quis forſitan verum eft, lib. 21. de ct. dei cap. 26, 
That which is here objefied from him in Pſ. 37. is to be under- 
ſtood of the exploratory fire at the great Cay, as appears by a 
like diſcourſe of Auſtin on a paralel penitential, Pſalm, vix. 
Pſalm, 6. where he expreſly reſtticts his ſpeech to the day of 
* — 

hough none of theſe Authors which the Pamphleter has 
——_— up implicitly from his maſters, do favour his cauſe, 
yet I confeſs he wants not patrons for his Purgatory, and ſome 
of them very Ancient. viz, Platonick, Philoſopbs, he might truely 
have cited Lines out of Virgil, Claudian, &c. Yea, and per- 
haps from the Turkiſh Alsoran, and the Fewiſh Talmud, from all 
which Bellarmin is not aſhamed to argue, (ib. 1. de Purg. cap. 11. 
we do not envy them theſe heathniſh, and Infidel abettots. 
Our Learned Countrey man, Dr. Forbes of Corſe, lib. 13. inſir«d. 
Hift. Theol. cap. 1. after a paralel betwixt the Romiſh Pur- 
gatory, and the old dreams of Platonick Philoſophs, Montanw 
and Origen, concluds, they bave borrowed ſomerbing from Origen, 
more from Montanws, but moſt of all from the Platonifts; I conclude 
with that of Auftin lib. 1. de pecc. merit. & remiſs. cap. 28. non 
eſt loous medius, — efſe niſi cum diabolo, qui non eft cum Chriſto, 
and the Author Hypog. lib. 5. Tertium ignoramns, nec in ſcripturis 
invenimus , hence emerges a fifth demonſtration of Romiſh 
Novelty. 

That the Souls of the faithful undergo Purgatory 
pains after this Life, was no effential of the Chriſtian 
Faith in the firſt three ages. But it is an eſſential of rhe 
preſent Romiſh Faith, Ergo, &c. 


SECT. VI. 


A ſixth inſtance of Novelty, concerning invocation of Saints, 
examined and retorted upon Romani. 


Tz Pamphleter in his ſixth Inſtance, faith, that Proteſtants 
deny invocation and Honouring of Saints, where he bomnge 
e 
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either groſs ignorance, or ſo much diſingenuity, as to verify 
in himſelf his other Apocryphal Text, quod interiors ejus fint 
lens dolo, for though Proteſtants deny invocation of departed 
— yet they acknowledge they ought to be honoured, 
They cordially homologate that ot Auſtin de vera relig. cap. 55, 
bonorandi ſunt propter imitationem , non adorandi prepter Keligio- 
nem. 

It will prove an hard province to all the Romaniſts of the 
World, to produce one anthentick Inſtance for invocation of 
Saines wiffiin the firſt three ages, either from Canonical or 
extra---Canonical Authors. For as to Canonick Writers, 
Ecciw a violent Romaniſt, in Euchirid, cap. 15. acknowledges 
that there is no explicite command tor invocation of Saints, 
either in the Old or New Teſt. And for extra---Canonical 
Authors Sixtw Senenſis, lib. 6. Bibl. annot. 345. reckons out 
mapy in the firft three ages, Feneus, fuftin Marty, Tertul. Cle- 
mens Rimanu, and Origen, to whom in after times, he adds 
Latiantng, Vidorinus, Prudentius, Ambroſe, Cbryſoſt. Yea, and Pope 
Fobn the 22. maintaining, that Saints do not enjoy the beati- 
nck viſion before the reſurrection of the laſt day, and though 
he hint at a piteous evaſion to draw ſome ot their words 
another way, yet the evidence of truth makes him acknow- 
ledge, that all their words could not bear ſuch an interpreta- 
tion, Conſequently theſe could not maintain a proper invo- 
cation of departed Saints, this being the reafon why Bel. 
lib. 1. de beat Sand. cap. 20. concluds, thet Saints under the Old 
Teſtament were not invocated becauſe they were not yet admitted to the 
beatifick, viſion. Did not the Fathers of thoſe ages explicitly 
reject invocation of Angels, as Jreneus lib. 2. cap. 25. reckon- 
ing invocation of Angels, and incantations together, as things 
not practiſed by the Church. And Origen lib. 5. cont Celſum & 
lib. $. ſays that cur Prayers are ta be offered up to God alone by bis 
only begotten Son, and why Angels are not to be invocated, he 
brings diverſe reaſous. How is it that in the excellent tractats 
concerning Prayer, written by Tertul. and Cyprian, there is no 
mention of invocation of Saints? How is it that in all the 
Sermons of Origen there are no «ave Marie or invecation of Saints 
recommended ? Do not Romiſh Catechiſts in expounding 
the firſt command, labour to reconcile their invocation of 
Saints with the prohibition of that command, but Origen _ 
Exod. 
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Exod. bemil. 8. though he prolixly treat of that command, 
makes no mention of. invocation of Saints. Are not theſe 
evidences, that invocation of Saints was not then in faſhion? 
Do not the Fathers of thele ages define Prayer to be directed 
to God alone? So Teriul. de orat. cap. 1. C. 9, p. cap. 30. 
Iren. lib. 1. cap. 32. cap. 35. lib. 2. cap. 17. Origen cont, Celſum 
lib. $. & lib. 8. and after them Athanaſrus crat. 4. cont. Arrianss. 
Well did 4mbroſe expreſs the ſenſe of the Church de br, 7 bead. 
Tu Domine ſolus invocandus es, ſhould not the argument of Athan- 
aſius erat. 4, cont Arrianos concluding the deity of Chriſt, be- 
cauſe he was invocated be very inconſequent, it the invoca- 
tion of Saints had been judged lawful. When in the fourth 
Century invovation ot Saints began to creep in, was it not 
doubted if departed Saints knew particulorly the affaires of 
the living. Hence Nazienzen's, e Tis uoWorw, orat. 3. and os 
ua orat, fimeb. in laudem Baſilii, Hierom 111 Ep raph. Nepotiani, non 
audit quicquid dixero, Ambroſe, de obitu Satyri; cum que loqui non 
poſſumus, &c. How could they then hold it as an Article of 
Faith, that Saints are to be invocated ? Did not the Council of 
Laodicea can. 35. condemn expreſ]y the invocation of Angels? 
Is it not a notorious impoſture of Romaniſts, to ſubſtitute for, 
Angelos, either in the Title, Text, or Margin, Augules, as is ob- 
ſerved to be done by Caranze, Crab, Binnius, Caniſius. Is not that 
Canon commended and the worſhip of Angels condemned by 
Theoderet in cap. 2. ad Coloſs, 

Doth not the Pamphleter bewray how deſperat his cauſe is, 
when all the teſtimomes he brings, are ejther ſpurious or im- 
pertinent. Theſe from Denys de Hicrarch cap. 7. Clements Apoſt, 
con/tut. Cornelins 1. Epi. and Crigens Lament. ate all ſpurious, 
and moſt of them quite impertinent. That of Clement ( which 
ſhould have been cited. Hb. 5. cap. 7.) ſpeaking only of Honour 
due to Saints, that of Cornelius (which not only Cecus in cenſure 
Pag. 36. has demonſtrated to be ſpurious, but alſo, as Ber- 
remus ad an. 221. u. 6. confeſlles, mon eff perinde explorate fidei 
of the interceſſion of Saints, neither of which are denyed. 
Who may not ſee a vaſt difference betwixt interceſſion, and 
invocation ? Saints in time do intercede for the Church, and 
ſure their charity being inlarged in Heaven, they ceaſe not to 
interced/e for her. But the Queſtion is, if we be to invocare 


them Religiouſly, or if they know all the particular wants of 
Souls 
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Souls on Earth. This is more then will be proven, either by 
Scripture, or primitive Antiquity. That lamentation or peni- 
tential of Origen, is declared apocryphal by Pope Gelaſius, wit- 
neſs Barron. a4 an, 253. . 118. Concerning that of Denys Lib, 
de bierarch Eccleſ. cap, 7. it hath oft been cola Romaniſts, par- 
ticularly by Dr. Will. Forbes controv. 3. Cap. 3. Fag. 308. By 
Dalleus lib. I. de objeQt.cultus religiof. cap. 8. and by Dr. Fern in his 
anſwer te Scripture miſtaken, Sec. 2. pag. 262. That it is ſpoken 
of the Prayers ot the living for the dead, not of Prayers to 
the dead, and cannot but be obvious to any that have read 
the Book it ſelf cle cites Cyprien lib. 4. Epijt. 9. ſpeaking of 
the commemoration of the ſutferings of Martyrs, but Cyprian 
has nothing to that purpoſe in that Epiſtle ? Only he vindi- 
cates himſelt from ſome calumnies ro Florentins , Pupianus , 
indeed lib. 3. Epi. 6. he (peaks of the memories of the Mar- 
tyrs, but what is that to invocation ? The ſufferings of Mar- 
tyrs were commemorated, to excite the living to follow their 
footſteps, but not for invocation. Might he not have Learned 
from Auſtin lib. 22. de civ. dei cap. 10. Martyres nominari nom 
invocari, that Honourable mention is made of them in the 
publick ſervice of the Church, but not invocated. 

None of the teſtimonies alleadged for Invocation, or ados 
ration of Saints have a ſhaddow of Pertinency, but that of 
* Martyr. apol. 2. and that is an egregious impoſture, and 
o long agoe dfſcovered, that Cardinal du Perron in his large 
diſpute concerning invocation ot Saints with King James the 
ſixth is aſhamed to alleadge any thing out of Jutin Martyr, 
But this Simpleton ſcrapes out any thing he finds in Bel. Its 
obiected thereture by Bell. lib. de beat Sand. cap. 13. that Fuſftin 
Martyr Ap'l. 2. taught that Chriſtians did worſhid God the Father, 
and the Son, and the whole botte of goed Angels, and the boly Ghoſt, 
could there be a greater indignity done to this holy Father, 
and Maityr, then to make him aſcribe the ſame Religious 
worſhip to Angels, which is given to the Father, Son, and 
holy Ghoſt? Are not Papiſts themſelves aſhamed to be fo groſs, 
and ſhall we beleeve, that in enumerating. the objects of wor- 
ſhip, Juſfin would have put Angels before the holy Ghoſt ? 
Doth not the ſame Juin expreſly affirm a little after Pag. 150. 
e d H, ae99 wreuty, wherefore we worſhip God alone. 
if then it be asked, what Juin Marr ſays, in the * 
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jected? Anſwer, Fuftin ſays only, that we worſhip the Father 
and the Son (who teaches the whole hoſte of good Angels) 
and the holy Ghoſt, ſo Fuitin makes only God the Father, Son, 
and holy Ghoſt, the object of adoration, and Angels only are 
ſaid ro be taught by the Son of God. Yet the Cardinal is not 
aſhamed to impoſe that blaſphemy on Jutm Martyr, as if he 
had aſſerted Angels ſhould be adored, wich the Father, Son, 
and holy Ghoſt, whom this Pedantick Pamphleter follows. 
That this is the genuine ſenſe of Fuſtin, any may ſee, by look- 
ing on the Text of Juin Pag. 45. edit Comelin, and the verſion 
of Langus a Popiſh Author,who has rendred the words of Juſtin 
in Latin, as I have Engliſhed them, and yer further this may 
be confirmed, ſeeing Pag. 47. where Fuſlin is again diſeribing 
the obi ect of adoration, we worſhip lays he, firſt the Father, 
ſecondly the Son, and thirdly the holy Ghoſt without any 
mention of Angels at all. a 

How much Romaniſts have wrangled with their own con- 


ſciences in this matter of invocation of Saints, may appear, 


when their Jeſuit Suarez in defenſ. fid. cathol. lib, 2. cap. 9. u. 21. 
acknowledges, that Cbriſtiam may be ſaved though they do not invo- 
cate Saints, and Cardinal Perron declared to Iſaac Caſaubon be bad 
never all bj time invocated Saints, except he bad fallen to be at a pro- 
ceſſion, then he had ſaid with the multitude ore pro nobis, and 
Wecel, in methodo concordie as cited by Dr. Will. Forbes Pag. 285. 
wiſhed that invocation of Saints might not be beld u an Article of 
Faith, Yea, Rivet, in his animadverſions, upon Grotins Notes 
on Caſſanders Conſultation. art. 21, brings in Wicelius utterly 
condemning invocation of departed Saints, as injurious to 
God and our Saviour Chriſt Jeſus. And many of their Doctors 
have denyed invocationto be an At of Religion, as Thema 2. 
2, q. 81. art. 1. Vaſq. in 3. part. tem, 1. diſp. 98. cap. 1. and 
V alent, lib. 3, de Idol. cap. 7. Yet Bell. lib. 1, de beat Sand in ord. 
diſp. will have it eximium adorationis gems. How in the Roman 
Church the adoration of Chriſt is obſcured by the invocation 
of the Virgin Mary, and of other Saints, may be ſeen in Caſ- 
ſander in detenſ. libelli de officio viri pii. Pag. $49. and $50. edit. 
pariſ. 1616. and in conſult. de merit. & interceſs, Sand. ſeeing they 
are invocated with more confidence then Chriſt himſelf, neque 
id 4 vulgo tantum imperito ſadbitatum eſt, (ſaith he) ſed & Doderim 
etiam ſcriptis & concionibus comprobatum, do they not thus pray, 
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ora patrem, jube filio, &c. O felix puerpera, piam ſcelera, jure matris 
inpera Redemprer, Yea, not only do they invocate and adore 
Saints recorded in Scripture, but alſo Saints of their own 
canonization. Doth not Bell. lib, de beat Sandi. cop. 8. affirm 
it to be the common opinion that this power of canonization 
does appertain to the Pope, and cap. 9. that thoſe whom he 
Canonizes without doubt are to be worſhipped, Vet have they 
neither Scripture, nor Antiquity for this. Yea, this being a 
matter of fa& according to their own principles, the Pope 
may ſurely erre therein; And Conſequently they may pray 
to damned reprobats, in ſtead of Saints, as Cad. in Conſult. 
de Ven. Relig. tells how the bones of a robber were adored, 
inſtead of the reliques of a Saint. This might afford us 
— demonſtration of the Novelcy of the preſent Romiſh 
Religion. 

: That Saints are to be invocated being an Article of the 

preſent Romiſh -_y But not of the Ancient Chriſti- 

an Religion in the firſt three ages; 


SB SH VIL 


A Seventh Inſtance of Novelty, concerning Crofies and Ima- 
get, examined and retorted, 0 


TS Pamphleter in his ſeventh Inſtance faith}, P. oteſl ant: 
deny the uſe of the Croſs and Images. Have Ji bits loſt all 
ſhame with their ingenuity ? How grofly is this queſtion mit- 
ſtated? Do Proteſtants deny the uſe of Images and croſſes ? 
May not Images be ſeen dayly adorning the walls of their 
houſes ? I had thought that Campien the Jeluir and Garnet 
Provincial of their order in England, found the Proteſtancs do 
not alrogether diſallow the uſe of Croſſes. 

Know therefore its the Religious adoration of Images, 
and Croſſes, which we condemn. In this we have che fi 
conſent of Scriptures, and of Antiquity, Nay I appeal 
the generation of Jeſuits to produce one Inſtance of the Re- 
ligions adoration, either of Images, or Croſſes within 300. 
Years after Chriſt, for this Pamphleter has brought none. 
Did not all the Fathers of theſe times, particularly — 
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lib. 8. cap. 3. Pag. 478. 479. edit Pariſ. 1545, Juſtin Martyr, 
apol. 2. Pag. 49. 50. edit Comelin 1593, the Church of Sm 
11 Euſeb. lib. 4. cap. 15. Theepb. Antioch. lib. 2. & lib. 3. ad Autol, 
tun. 1. bh. pat. edit. 2. Clemens Alex. lib. 6. Strom. Tertul. apol, 
cap. 17. & in Scorp. cap. 4 Orig Contra Celſum lib. 4. hom. 30. 
in Luc, Cyp.Epiit. 56. ad Pieb. Ibib. aſſert that God alone is to be 
worſhipped, and Conſequently neither Croſs, nor Image? Are 
not Romiſh inquiſitors ſo offended wita ſuch like aſſertions 
Mm Fathers, that Bernard de Sandoval Spaniſh inquiſitor, as is 
noted by Dallens lib. 2. de objecbo eultus relig. cap. 2. hath bloted 
out of Athanaſiw his Index theſe words, which had heen taken 
from his erat. 3. contre Arrian. edorari ſolius dei eſſe? Was not 
this one of the great objections of the Heathens againſt An- 
eient Chriſtians, that they uſed no Images in their worſhip, 
as is to be ſeen in Origen cont. Celſum lib. 8. Minut. in Ofevio, 
Arnobius cont. Gentes lib, 6 ? Do not the latrer Jews ſince the 
Chriſtian Church was corrupted by Image worſhip, upbraid 
Chriſtians therewith ? There was a famous dialogue Written 
a little before the ſecond Council of Nice, as is related 4d. 8. 
Ia which a Jew is brought in, thus ſpeaking to a Chriſtian, 
Scandaligor in vos, Chriſtiani, quis Inagines adorats. I am offen- 
ded at you Chriſtians, becauſe you worſhip Images. Whence 
is it, that the Fatlrers of the firft three Centuries, who diſputed 
with the Fews, ſuch as Juſtin Martyr in dial. cum Tryphone and 
Tertul lib. cent. Fudeos met with no ſuch crimination from them, 
but becauſe there was no Image worſhip in the Church in thoſe 
days? Do not the Fathers of thoſe ages expreſly condemn 
Image worthip, and croſs worſhip ? Hence Tertuk apol. gap. 12. 
we do not worſhip ſtatues, and Images like unto the dead, 
whom they repreſent, and which Birds and Spiders underſtand 
well enough to be dead things. Origen lib. 7. contra Celſum, 
its impoſſible that he who knows God, ſhould be a worſhipper 
of ſtatues, Mimit. Felix in Odavia, cruces nec colimus, nec optamus, 
we neither worſhip croſſes, nor defire them. Arnobius lib. 6. 
com. Gentes reckons it'a moſt abſurd thing, epem 4 des ſperare, 
& ad effigiem nullius ſenſus deprecari. Laclantiut lib. 2. Faſtin. 
cap. 2. holds it madneſs to worſhip Images, and to Image wor- 
ſhippers applys that of Perſins, O curve in ter anime & c- 
lellium inenes. Did not that Ancient Council of Eliberis can. 36. 
decree that PiFurs ought not to be in the Church ? Yea, were 
not 
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dt the Fathers of thoſe times ſo fit from Image worthip, 
that diverſe of them did condemn the art of Painting Images, 
and graving ſtatues ? Tertul. alleadges lib. de 7dol. cop. 3. the 
Devil to be the inventor of them: they were alſo difallowed 
by Clemens of Alexandria protreps Pag. 41. and Strom lib. 6. Pag. 
587. edit Lutet. 1629. and by Origen bb. 4. com, Celſum. I am 
not juſtifying their opinion in this. Dr. Fer. 7 eylour puts ſome 
faire Gloſs upon it, in du@. dub. lib. 2. cop. 2. Pag. $45. 346. 
but had Images been as frequent in the Chriſtian Gb then, 
25 now in the Romiſh, is it like thoſe Fathers would have con- 
demned the very — ſtatuary arts? Should any do 
ſo now among Romaniſts, how would the Vatican thunder 
anathema's againſt them ? Many more evidences could be 
broughtthat the Catholick Church in the firſt three ages, was 
a ſtranger to the now Image worſhip of Romaniſts, let theſe 
for the time ſuffice. 

Only I muſt remember the Reader of the ſubdiviſions of 
Romaniſts touching this thing, Some as Durand and a Cairo 
deny the Image in it felt at all to be adored, but the Prototype 
before the Image, but theſe are backed with a very ſmall train, 
and generally diſallowed. Others therefore on the contrary 
hold that they are to be adored with the ſame worſhip with 
the Prototype, tor this Bell. lib. 2. de Imag. cap. 20. cites Aquinas, 
Bonaventure, Cajetan, Marſilins, Almainut, Carthuſianus, Caprealus, 
ler ſemtentia, faith Axer Part. 1. Moral. lib. 9. cap. 6. communi 
theologorum conſenſu eſt recepta. According to theſe Images of 
Chriſt, and the croſs are to be adored with Lie, ct the Vir- 
gin, with Hyperdulie, and of ordinary Saints, with dulle. There 
be a third ſort, who lay Images are to be adored with an 
inferiour kind of Religious worſhip then the Prototype, yer ſuch 
3 analogically belongs to the ſame Species, thus Bell. Perron, 
Catharinus, &c. according to theſe, the [mages of Chriſt are to 
be adored with Latrie, yet not ſimply ſo called, but analogi- 
cally. What ſball the ignorant multitude do, when their 
Doctors are no leſs divided then the builders of Babel ? How 
ean they underftand what an analogical Latrie and dulie is? 
Much wiſer was the Heathen Varro, who in Aug. Lib. 4. de cid. 
dei cap. 31. teſtifies, tbat the Ancient Romans about 170. years wor- 
ſhipped the Gods without an Image, adding, quod ft adbuc manſ.(ſet, 
caſtius obſervarentur d ii. which obſervition of Va is commen- 
ved by Augustin. Oo 2 Ay 
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As for the Pamphleters teſtimonies for croſſes and Images, 
diverſe of them are ſpurious, yea and fabulous, and all of them 
impertinent, Not one of them Speaking of the religious ador- 
ation of Images, or croſſes, which is the matter in queſtion 
bewixt Romaniſts and us. So I might let all paſs, yet take this 
ſtructure of them. He cires three concerning the croſs, Des 
lib. 2. de Hirarch.Eccleſ. cap.2. (whereas Denys hath but one book 
de Hera ch ccleſ. but rhe Famphleter behaved to write after his 
copy in H. T. Manual, art, 22) Martial epijt. a4 Rurdegal, and Te: - 
rull de corona mlitis - 1 3. the firſt two are ſuppoſititious, that 
of Martial ad Burdegal, is demonſtrated by Bell. de ſcript ; eccles. 
Pag.60. to be Spurious. The Third is Suppoſed by ſome to 
be written by Tertull. in his Montaniſm. They import no 
more; but that the ſigne of the Cnoſſe was uſed to ſhew Chi- 
ſtiaus were not aſhamed of a crucified Saviour. But how ftarr 
they w21c from adoration of the croſs, may be collected from 
Ambroſe de obitu Theodoſu, [peaking of that ſtory (or table as ſome 
Suppoſe) Helena the Mother of.Conftentin her finding the croſſe 
of Chriſt, Regem (lays he) adorevit, non Lignum, utique hie gentilis 
et error, & vanitas impierum. She worſhipped the King, 1. c. 
Chriſt, not the tree, and that becauſe its a heathenith errour, 
and vanity of the wicked to worſhip ſuch things religiouſly. 
That which he cites out of Tertull. lib. 2. de pud. was not only 
an emblemarick repreſentation of the parable of the loſt ſheep 
for ornament or inſtruction, upon glaſſen cups, which is vaſtly 
different from the ſetting up Images tor adoration. The ſtory of 
the Image of Chriſt ſem ta Prince Abgarus,hath been often comiied 
to be meer fable, there being no mention of it by ancients until 
Euagrius, about 600. years after Chriſt, is it like that Euſebius, 
who lib. 1. bift. cap. 14. makes mention of letters betwixt Chriſt 
and Abgarus, would haveſpoken nothing of that Image had it 
been reall? Theſe letters alſo are Pronounced apocriphal in 
the Canon law dit. 15. cap. Sanſla. Romana eccliſia. Metaphraſies 
is a late hiſtorian in the 9th Century, of ſmall Credit, even 
with Romiſh writers, as may be ſeen in Bell. de ſcript. Eccleſ. 
Dameſcen was a violent promoter of [mage worſhip, and there- 
fore neither of them are fit witneſſes in this matter. More 
notice is to be taken of rhe Statue which the Hemoraos women is ſaid 
to haue ereled at Ceſarea Philippi. Its true Euſeb. ſpeaks thereof 
Ip. 7. cap. 14. But it is ti ue, that its long ſince the faith of = 
Rela- 
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Relation was queſtioned by the authour of the work, which goes 
under the name of Charles the great lib. 4. cap, 15.and not with- 
ble reaſons, Is it not ſtrange, that none of the Evangeliſts, 
nor Jreneus, nor Juſtin Martyr,nor Tertul. nor Origen, ſhuuld make 
mention of that ſtatue, or that miraculous herb? How could 
that woman who ſpent all her living on Phſciam, be able to erect 
theſe brazen ſtatues? is it probable that tieathens would ſuffer 
ſuch monuments of Chriſt to ſtand 300. years undemolliſhed ? 
That there were ſtatues at Ceſares cannot rationally be doubted 
ſeeing Euſeb.does teſtify he ſaw them, but there is cauſe to queſti- 
on whether they were buik by chat woman,or chat one of them 
was Chriſts,and the rather ſceing Euſeb. brings no certain author 
for it but a rumour. Finally, granting ſhe had erected that ſtatue 
to Chriſt, yer Euſeh ys nor that it was worſhiped, nay he affirms, 
it was erected $313 . by an heatheniſh cuſtome. Pro- 
teſtants doe not deny, but rnere were portraitures of Chriſt and 
Apoſtles in thoſe dayes, as Euſeb. there doth witues, but Euſeb. 
is ſo clear from aſſerting that they wer uſed in Churches, as ob- 
jets of Religion adoration; that in the Second Nicen Councell 
44.6. he is brought in teſtifying to Contantia the Empreſs a- 
inſt the making of the Image of Chriſt, had it not then been 
he pamphleters wiſdom to have held his peace of Euſebius. He is 
u unadviſed in mentioning Auſtin J. 1. de conſenſu evengel. cap. 10. 
for there he condemns them who ſtudy Chriſt, non in Sandi co= 
dicibus, ſed in piflis parietibus, His ſtory of the Image made by 
Nicodemnss is an evident fiction, and the book out of which it is 
taken,de paſſene imegini; Chrifti,attributed toAtbanafms is ſu ppoſiti- 
tious, as is proved, by Cecus Pag. 93.95. and feems to be forged 
by Image worſhippers about the time of that Idolatrous Second 
Niten Colincil, yea, Bell. de ſcvipy.Ecel. in Athan.confeſſes it not to be 
written by Athanefius, but in the eight Century,when the contro- 
verly about Image worſhip, was inagitation. That Imege of the Virgin 
Mary, ſaid to be drawn by Luke, appears likewiſe to be fabulous, 
there being no authour making mention thereof until Euagrius 
about the end of the ſixt Century, the Apoſtle Paul calls Luke a 
Phiſician,bur not a Painter,Nor is it probable, if he were a Jew, 
not uſing ſuch artiſts, if we may believe Origen lib. 4. cent. 
Celſum, As little faith is to be given to what is alleadged out of 
Damaſus Pomificell of the Images of Chriſt, and of the Baptiſt, e ecled 
— . — that Pontificall is not ouly proven to be Suppo- 
itious by Cocus Pag. 139. but alſo acknowledggd by Baronins, 
Binins, 
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the bibliothecary, who lived in the 9th Century, a groſſe Image 
worſhipper, at leaſt it ſeems interpolated by him. Neither is it 
likely that this would have been omitted by Euſebins, who is 
ſo accurate in deſcribing what was done by Conſtantin. ' By this 
it appeais that moſt of the ſtories which Romaniſts alleadge 
concerning their Images are meer Fables, But graut they were 
real Hiſtories, they ſpeak not at all of adoration, which is the 
only thing in controverſy, Yet I ſhall help my adverſary to 
ſome preſidents of great Antiquity for the adoration of Ima- 
ges, but its from Hereticks, ſuch ache Gnefticky in Iren. lib. 1, 
cap. 24. and Carpocratians in _ in Hereſ. Carpocratianorum 
and Auſtin Hereſ. 7. ſuch preſidents we do not envy them. But 
as to the Catholick Church they may hear their own Clemanges 
in lib. de novis celebritatibus non inttituendis, who faith, natuit olim 
univerſalis Eccleſue, ut nulle in templis imagines ponerentur. 

Hence might be deduced another demonſtration of the 
Novelty, ot the preſent Romiſh Religion, ſeeing it ap- 
proves the Religious adoration of croſſes and Images, 
whereof no veltige can be found in the Catholick Church 
of the firſt three ages. 


SECT. iI. 
An eight inſtance of Novelty, concerning Free-nill examined 
and Repelled. 


1 * Pamphleter in his eight Inſtance, faith, that Prote/fants 
dem Free-w1ill, ſince the fall of Adam. Behold another Feſu- 
itiſm ! that is, an arrant Cheat. Do not our Authors, as Learu- 
Uſher in his anſwer to the Jeſuits challenge, Pag. 464. 
Chamier Panſtrat. tom. 3. lib. 3. cap. 1. e. 10. Pæræu contra pre- 
fat. Bell. ad lib. de grat. de lib: arb. poſitively proteſt, that they 
do not deny free-will? We do abominate the madd Sects of 
Manichees, V alentiniams, & c. Who either by fatal or ſimply na- 
tural neceſſity, do quite overthrow the liberey of human wills, 
which of us, ever doubted whether Popes, Cardinals , and 
Jeſuirs do practiſe their impieties freely? We cordially ſub- 
ſcribe to that of Auſtin lib. 1. ad — cap. 2. quis noſrum 
dicat, quod oo bominis peccato perierit libe um arbitrium de bumano 
enere / Libertas quidem perijt, ſed illa que in paradyſe ſuit, Well 
id the ſame Auffin (ay lib. de nat. & gra. cap. 66, quod fit — 
» m 


Romiſb Novelty, 287 


dam peccandi neceſſitss, that unregenerate perſdns have brought 
upon themſelves a kind of neceſſity of ſinning, yet that ne- 
ceſſicy is well conſiſtent with liberty. Hence Autinx lib. 1. 4d 
Bonifac. cap. 2. l:berum arbitruum uſque adeo in Peccatore non periit, 
ut perillud pecceut maxime qui cum dilefiatione peceant, free-will is 
ſo far from being loſt in ſinners, that by it, they who fin with 
greateſt delight, ſin moſt egregiouſly. Devils cannot but ſin, 
and yet ſin moſt freely, Proteſtants grant no leſs indifferency 
to the will of the ſinner then Aufin of old in his debates 
againſt the Pelagians, yea, as much as Dominicans and Thomiſts 
do require to the nature of Liberty. Will he ſay that all theſe 
do dogmatize concerning free- will contrary to the Faith of 
the Church in the firſt three ages ? Indeed we cannot adorn 
mans free-will with ſuch elogies as did the Felagiam or Semi- 
pelagians of old, or as their Jeſuited and Arminian of-ſpring, 
which do exceedingly derogate from the neceſſity, and efficacy 
of free grace. I will not take up time in mentioning all the 
heads of controverſy betwixt the Catholick Church and the 
Pelagians or — Only two things I pitch upon. 1. 
We aſſert the neceſſity of ſupernatural grace to every good 
work. This Learned Voffius lib. 3. Hift. Pelag. Part. 2. copiouſl 

demonſtrates not only to have been the Doctrin of — 
Proſper, Fulgentiu, to the Councils of Dieſpolis, Arauſca, Car- 
thage, and of the whole Catholick Church after that che Pela- 
gian hereſy was broached, bur alſo Part. z. confirms it to be 
the perpetual Doctrin of the Fathers and Church before the 
gyarigget Pelagim, Of the Latin Fathers, he brings Tertul. 
Cp. Arnobime, LaHantixs, Ambroſe. Of the Greeks, Juſſin Marpr, 
tenew, Origen, Macarics, Athanafiw, &c. yea, is bold to con- 
clude, Tbeſ. 1. nec ſecus qui ſenſerit quiſquam addusi poteſt, To 
ſpare time in tranſcribing teſtimonies, that one of Vincent Lyrin, 
in commonit. cap. 34, may ſuffice for all, qui an“,; (faid he) 
ante proſanum Pelagium tantam virtutem liberi præſumpht arbitrii, 
& adbuc in benis rebus per aus aduvand um neceſſariem Dei 
gratiam non putaret. Yet Jeſuit Malina in concord, cap. 14. t. 13. 
diſp. 19. memb. 6. Says 4 man may love God above all, and may over- 
come 4 grievous tems ation without grace, yea Arriag. in. 1. 2. lem. 2. 
tracl. Za. gr. diſp. 41. Sed. 2. u. 1. Says that 4 man in bis fallen 
eftate, bas « Phyſical natnral powes without grace $0 keep the whole law. 
So much indeed we cannot grant to Pelagius, both ay 
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and Antiquity olearly contradicting Scripture, Job. 15, 5, 
2 Cor. 3. 5. And Antiquity, hence is that Cencil. Arauſ. 2, 
can. 22. Nemo babet de ſuo niſi mendacirm & peccatum. I confeſs 
Jeſuits grant (for I would not wrong them) the neceſſity of 
race, to acts which merit eternal Lite, and thereby they en- 
— to elude the Teſtimonies of Scripture, Fathers and 
Councils, aſſerting the neceſſity of ſpecial grace unto good 
Works. But as neither Scripture, nor Fathers, nor Ancient 
Councils do acknowledge that any Works of ours do properly 
merit eternal Lite; So neither do they hold that a man with- 
out the ſpecial grace of God, can love God above all, and 
keep the whole Law. Secoully we likewiſe aſſert the power- 
ful efficacy of grace in the converſion ot ſinners, ſo that how- 
ever it may be reſiſted, and of poſed by corruption, yet never 
co Auguſt berej. 8%, blamed Pelagius quad gratiam non 
libero arbitrio _ ſed inff 1e!, 64/1dirare ſupponeret, that he 
did not ſubje& free -l to grace, but cquerary wile, by Here- 
tical craftineſs, grace to free- wiil. N. o not ſeſuits, who 
deny the efficacious and inexpugnoble o of grace, ſubjeft 
grace to free-will ? Is it not free-wil! wicl! them which de- 
cermins grace, and not grace which determins free-will, and 
put they it not in the option of free-will to make grace effi- 
cacious or inefficacious ? Doth not Auguſtin frequently make 
this difference betwixt the grace of the ——— 
and the medicinal grace after the fall, that the grace ot the 
ſtate of innocency was only edjutorium fine quo uon, or poſſibili- 
tatu, which gave man power to do good, but mediciual 
grace is edjutoriom quo, &. valuntatu, grace which gives both to 
will and to do, as the Apoſtle phraſes it, Phil. 2. 13, here him- 
ſelf, Lb, de corrept & . 1. prima gratia eſt, qua fit ut babeat 
bomo juſtiti am fi > poteſt, quis fit ut velit and cap. 12. 
by that, euxilium quo ſi | eff infirmitati vohuntatis bumene, 
ut Divine gratis i iliter & inſuperabiliter ageretur, What 
could a Proteſtant have ſaid more? See c.14. and J. 1. ad Simplic, 
* and lib. 1. contra dus Epift. Pelag. cap, 19 and that this 
rely was a main point of difference betwixt the Orthodox 
and the Smipelogians, may appear by Fauſtu Regienſis a prime 
man of the Semipelagien party. Anathems (ſaid he) ei qui dix- 
erit illum qui periit nam accepiſſe, ut ſalvus eſſe poſſet. Hence Hilary 
of Arles in Epiſt. ad Augnft, de reliquizx Pelagii reports, that — 
aſcril 


aſcribed to free-will , ut velit, vel nolit admittere medicinam , 
Hereupon Concil, Aranſic. 2. can. 6. decrees per gratiam in nobis 
fperi ut credamiu, & velimus, and therefore ſurely prevailes over 
corruption, I know Aujtin, Hilary, Proſper, and Fulgentius, were 
poſterior to the firſt three Centuries, yet was it in their time 
that the Felagian and Semipelagian toutroverſies concerning 
free- will were toſſed. And therefore a more accurate defini- 
tion of the truth is to be exſpected from them, then from theſe 
who went Before, ſecurms laguuti ſunt ante exortum Peloginm, 
and the rather having to do with Man chees and other tiere- 
ticks which denye.! fiee-will altogether, and the queſtion 
being ſo difficult, that as ſuſtis obſerved lib. 3. de gratie Cbri ti 
cont, Pelag. cap. 47. and 16. 4. cont. Jul. c. S. whon free-will is 
defended, grace ſ-ems to be denyed, and when grace is aſſerted, free- 
will ſeems to be takgn . Dr. Merton in his appeal I. 2.69p. 10, 
Se. 4. his noted, that not only $ xt Senenſs hut alſo three 
of the ſeſuits ſociety 7 ol:t, Meldonat, and Perer us, have cen- 
ſured ſundry of che Fathers, eſpecially in the Greek Church, 
2s too much favouring the Felag an intereſt in the matter ot 
free- will, and therefore the lefs ſtieſs is to be laid upon their 
Authority in this thing. 

Vet neither from the Fathers before Pelarinus have Romaniſts 
the advantage which they boaſt of. All the teſtimonies which 
this Phamplileter filches from Bel. and mauy more, are vin- 
dicated by Chom or lem. 3. Plat. lib. 3. 4, lib. arb. cap. 16. 
and by Pare in Bell, C ig. b. 8 de gra & lib.arb. cc. 25, & 26, 
where they ſhew tl at theſe Fathers did on aſſert free-will 
as it ſands in oppoſition to a fatal, or ſtoical or ſimply natural 
neceſſity, which we likewiſe aſſert, but not in oppoſition to 
the neceſſity and efficacy of the grace of God, elſe they ſhould 
have Pelagianized. Only here I muſt remember him. chat his 
baſtard Religion muſt be ſupported by haſtard reſt: monies of 
Fathers; Might he not have L-arned thit Clement: recog em. 
are ſpurious from their own $/xtus Semenſ's lib. 2. Clemens f om 
Bel. Lb. 2. de pontif. cap. 2. and trom Barron. Tom. 2. 4d ann. 102, 
Num. 22. 

Doth not the world krow how their T-ſuitical Docttin of 
free-will is oppugned hy a famous party of ther ov) Church, 
not -nly by the Fanſenits, bur alſo hy Pomunicans, and 1h mi's ? 
And date the Jeluited party call Dominicans and Imi there 

P p ticks, 
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ticks, do we aſcribe lefs liberty to the will of man then they 
Had their pretended Infallible judge dared to paſs a ſentence 
in this matter ? How then dare he — any with Hereſie in 
this matter till the definition of an infallible Judge be interpo- 
ſed ? Or was it any wonder that Innocent the Tenth, who by the 
inſtigation of Jeſuites condemned the five Janſenian Propoſiti- 
ons, ſhould Anathematize Truth for Hereſie, ſeeing he proſeſ- 
ſed of himſelf Jo non - Theologo. I ſhut up this diſcourſe of 
Free-will with Auſſ in lib. de done perſever. cap. 6. Tutiores vivians, 
fi tetum Deo damus, nom autem 901 illi on parte, & nobis rx parte com- 
mittimus, quod ipſe ſenſit venerabilis Marty Cypriamss ; Its more ſafe 
to us to attribute no part to our ſelves, but to aſcribe all unto 
grace, which was the Doctrine of the bleſſed Martyr Cyprian, 
From this alſo a Retortion might be deduced againſt Jeſuj- 
te Popery, ſeeing it manifeſtly Pelagianizes in the matter of 
Free-will, which was not done by the ancient Catholick 
Church, 


SHCT. 1K 


A Ninth Inſtance of Novelty concerning Merits, examined and 
.Retonted. 


TY Pamphleter in his Ninth Inſtance, Gith, Tbat Proteftents 
deny the Merit of good Works, But firſt ought not he to have 
told what he meant by Merit of good Works, whicher with 
Vaſquez in 1. 2. Diſp. 2 14. cap. 5. That good works are condign- 
ſy meritorious of Eternal life, Tantum retione operis, without 
any regard to the promiſe or divine acceptation, or whither 
with Bell, lib, 5. de jutif. cap. 17. he hold them mericorious, & 
ratione operis & padi, both in regard of Gods Promiſe, and of 
the work it (-If — yet ſo as the work be equal to the 
reward; or whither they meritorjous, 7 antum ratione pad, 
in regard of the free promiſe of Cod anly, for which Bell. cites 
Scotus and Vega. In this laſt ſenſe. The Proteſtant Churches 
have been ſo far from condemning merit, that the Auguiten con- 
feſſten Art. 20. de bonis operibus, and confeſ]. 4 Wittenberg tit. de boni 
operibus, have not abhorrcd from the word merit. If he meant in 
either of the two former ſenſes, he could not condemn us as 
Hereticks, without condeming Scotus and Vege, yea many =_ 
Romi 
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Romiſh Doctors cited by Mall. Forbes lib, 5. juftif. cap. 4. itid be- 
ſides, he ſhould have proved that Fathers uſed the word Merit 
in that ſenſe. But why ſhould I blame this Pamphleter for 
not ſtating this queſtion more clearly, when their Infallible 
judge durſt not doe it? Though the Councit of Trent Seff. 6. 
Can- 32. have anathematized them that deny good works, vere 
merers, truly to merit life eternall; yet by reafon of the differences 
of opinion among themſelves, durſt not define wherein the 
nature of that merit toad? O goodly Oracles, which every 
one 2 — to his own ſenſe 

But Secoudly, the Phamphleter cices three Fathers, Iguatiur, 
Tuftin, and Cyprien, yet none of them favour merit in a Popiſh 
ſenſe, that is, either in Vaſg. or Bellarmines ſenſe : Excellently 
doth Caſſander in Hymnis, Eccleſ, ad verbs Hymni, nolle ſurgemes, 
expound the ſenſe of this word Merit in ancient Fathers, Voce- 

merendi (ſaith he) apud , veteres Keelefiaſtices —_— fers 
idem valet, conſequi, ſeu aptum idoncumque fieri ad conſequen- 
dum, id quod inter exters ex uno Cyprian loco it. Nam quod 
Paulus inquit, 1 Tim. 1. CA &; i, quod —— mi ſeric or- 
diam conſequutus ſum, id Cyprianus, ad jubajamum legit mi ſericordiam 
nerui. Though this might ſuffice to vindicate all the Teſtimo- 
nies of Ancients alleadged by Romanifts in this matter, yet I 
muſt add, that they are eſpecially injurious to Greek Fathers, 
ſuch as Ignatius and Juin Marr, &c. for in all their writings, 
there is no word exactly correſpondent to the word Merit, in 
the ſtrict notion thereof. The word in /enatius, which Roma- 
niſts rendet, to merit, or win God, is, ddmn/y2006%, which ſig- 
nifies to attain. That of Juſtin Martyr Apol. 2. That men by 
their Merits.ſhall live with God, is, Tis wer” uf drecefons M- 
E:52»yau, that is, are accounted worthy of his converſation, or 
to live with him. How we are accounted worthy, is excellent- 
ly expreſſed by Bernard, de Dedic. Eccleſ. Serm. 8. Illius dignations 
non noſtra dignitate, Cyprian indeed uſeth the word Merit as do 
many of the Latin Fathers, but in that innocent ſenſe which 
Caſſender proves out of Cyprien, and ſo Bell. lib.1. de lib. arb. c.14. 
confeſſes that every good work is Meritum. 

But Thirdly, ou the contrary, Popiſh Merit in Vaſq. or Bel. 
ſenſe might be diſproved by infinite Teſtimonies of Antiquity, 
as from Origen in Ran. 4. The attaining of the inheritance 13 
&4tie, non debiti, yea as Auſtin, . Si vellet pro merivis agere, 
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non inventret nifi quos d amnaret, that is, if he would deal with us 
according to our Merics, he ſhould and none but thoſe whom 
he — condemn. In ſo much that the Author ot the Trades, 
de predeit. & gratia, cap. 10. which is added to the cloſe ot 
Au m lem. 7. ſays, Beatitudo alterins vite nullis human mer fit 
redd tur, ſed Dei donamtis gratis largiente domatur; Yea, many 
Schoc lmen have been aſhamed of that preſumpruous Doftri:'e 
of Merit, of «hom a large Catalogue may he had in Davenant, 
de ju tif. u bab. cap. 59. and in Dr. Will. Forbes, Ib. 5. de 
Juft.f. cap. 4. | 

So that this Ninth Inſtance of Novelty may likewiſe be in- 
verted againſt Romaniſts, tor the preſent Romiſh Religion 
maintains the proper Merit of good works which che aucient 
Catholick Church did nor, 5 


SECT. X. 


A Texth Inſtance of Novelty, concerning 4 perſell keeping of 
the Commands, Examined * Retoried, OOTY 


T He Pamphleter in his Fenth ard laſt Inſtance, ich, That 
Proteſtants deny a poſſibility of ke-ping the Conmand- 
ments. As he begins, ſo he cloſes. ſtil! hudling up queſtions 
in general and ambiguous terms. We do not abſo ute ly deny a 
poſſibility of keeping the Commandments. It was p*flible for 
Adam to keep them j ertectly, and ſhould have been poſſible for 
us, had he perſevered in a ſtate of lutegrity. Yea, Believers 
through Grace may, and do keep the Commandments of God, 
— . — The ſupervenient impoſſibility 
to keep the Law ly withour all fin, under which we now 
labour, is accidental, through our corruption, and poſterior to 
the obligation of the Law. And rhis is clearly aſſerted in the 
Scriptures, Rem. 8. 3. d/wardy 33 rout, That which the Law could 
mot do, in that it was weak through the fleſh; And verſe 8. 7 bot they 
ave in the fleſh, connet pleaſe God, John 12. 39. They could not 


Believe. 

Nay, the Pamphleter, by this Inſtance, conv.&s himſelf of 
the old Pelagian Hereſie; this was one of the Errors of the ela- 
gies, that men in this life might keep the Law perfe#ly with- 
out fin, as is held out by Merem iu bis Dialogue betw. x1 A'ticus d- 

Critobulus 
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Critobulus Cont. Pelag. Lb. 1. and lib. 3. and is expreſly condemned 
by Fathers. both before aud atter Pelagiz:, by Juin Martyr, dial. 
cum 1 b. ed t. comm. pag. 252. %% dxuiC3s wile © „ by 
Cyprian de Cr. t Dm we are taught that we ſiu daily, being com- 
manded daily to pray tor forgiveneſs of Sin. Should I tran- 
ſcribe ail which might be brought from Heron. Autin, &c. 
af. er che ſtaring of che g Controverſy, I might fill a Vo- 
lumn. Hence Hir m lib. 1. adver. Filag., bec et bominis vera ſapi- 
anti fe noſſe m er et um, and in e.. 4. a4 Ca'at. me pete t explere 
leg m & cuncts c. re que juli a ſum, Ard Angiufl, Epic. 2CO. ad 
Ajed cum, lex 4 cend, non concup e boc poſuit non quod bic valea- 
mus, fe ad quid p Ad. tendamus. 

As tor that old Pt an ob. tion, That Ged commands nothing 
which 1s Imp ſible, Aanjwer. vothing which is in it ſelf, and ſim- 

ly ini i e, its granted. Nothing waich we accidentally 
reader im ſſii.ſſe to our ſelves, its deuyed. Are rot they who 
are judicially ob ured, - who fin againit the tioly Ghoſt, nd 
to Rei ent. are t Devils bound not to Sin, will you therete re 
con c lude thit all tete have ſtrength or grace ſufficient to keep 
the L or Gol? But I-t awtin de Fe. felt. Fullit. cap. 6 rene. 
13. Anſwer th s ohen, as. moved of old by Celeſlius the Pe- 
logion, Idee e n am b mins, quod wn eit fine peccats, quis ſols 
bum mi, volum-it , ut ad 111m neceſhatem veninet, 

Thus have I run through the Pamphleters 10. Inſtances, and 
bow let lim tetlect upon hs ImaginaryTriumph, pag. 153.154. 
wherein he inſults over Proteſtants as if they lay proſtrate at 
the teer ot this Conque: our, and expoſes them to the ludibry 
ot the world, as difownine Fathers, charging them with Er- 
rors, and maintaining a Religion flatly oppoſite to the Doctrin 
of Fathers, bur I hope this may be a document to him, hence» 
forth to ſtudy ſo much ſobriety, as not to ſound the Triumph 
before the Victory. 


CHAP. 


The Firſt APPENDIX to 
CHAP. VII, 


Containing another Decad of Romiſh A(oveltes 
| _ in Religion. 1 


the Adverſary muſt be advertiſed, that though he had ac- 
quainted the Church di Rome in the Ten foregoing Inſtan- 
ces (in which I hope his fai lour by this time may be manifeſt} 
yet had he not done his work. For ſhe hath Innovated groſly 
in many other particulars, whereot I ſhall preſent here another 
Decad, which the Catholick Church of the firſt Three Apes did 
never approve. | 
Inſtance Firſt, the preſent Romiſh Church holds the Books 
of Maccebees, Ecclefiatticns, Tobit, Judith, Baruch Wiſdom, for Ca- 
monical Scriptures, and Anathematiezer them who de otherwiſe. So the 
Council of Trent, Se. 4, Dreret. 1. But the Church in the firſt ehree 
es held no ſuch thing, as is evident from the Catalogues of 
Melite, in Euſeb. Hijt, lib. 5. cap.24, Of Origen in Euſeb. lib. G. c. 28. 
Of Atban. in Sinopfi. and of the Council ot Leodices Can. 59. Of 
Hierom in Prol, gal. or preeſat. ad lib. reg. and Prol. in lib. Solow. ad 
Paul. & Enftech. and Prot. is ib, Sol. ad Cyromat. & Heliod. yea, Bel. 
lib, 1. de verb. Dei cap. 10. Is nor only conſtrained to yield us 
Harem, but alſo cep\ 20. grants that Melito, Epiph, Ruffimus, and 
Hilary do follow the Jewiſh Church in the Canon of Scripture. 
Now ſure it is that the Jewiſh Church did never acknowledge 
the forecited Books for Authentick Scriptures. I appeal all che 
Antiquaries of Rome to bring me one evidence trom the firſt 
three Centuries of their Trent Canon of Scriptures. This was 
objected by me to Mr. Demptter, pag. S. pag. 171. but yet Iam 
waiting a Reply. 
The greateſt Pretext for the Ancient Pedigree of the Trent 


Canon, including the forecited Apocriphal Books, is, oy of 
can 


Bi” I deſiſt from this enquiry after Romiſb Novelties, 
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Becan wo In Compend. Manuel. Controb. lib. 1. cap. 1. qu.1. 
Seft/ 2. I bet the Council of Trent received is from Pope Eugenius 4. 
ir the Council of Florence, and Eugenius from Pape Geafius in 4 

ncil of bis time, Gelaſins rum Auguſtine, Augnſtine fron 
the I bird Couneil of Carthage, and the Council of Carthage from In- 
nocent the Firft, who ſaith, Becan lived Anno 402. 

But this is ſuch a Fallacious Story, as ambitious men of baſe 
Extract are apt to forge to make their deſcent to be eſteemed 
honourable ; For frſt, it's ſo noturly evident and proven by ſo 
many; that theſe late meetings at Trent and Florence were no le- 
tzitimate General Councils, that I ſhould hold it loſt time to 
inſiſt in probation thereof; Secondly, that Canon of Scripture 
attributed to me Council of Flrence,ſeems to be ſuppoſititious, 
ſeeing there is no mention of it, either in the Hiſtory of that 
Council written by Silveſter Sguropulw, who was preſent thereat 
or in the Tomes of the Councils. ſet forth by the Authority ot 
Pope Paul 5. Anne 1612. or in the Edition of Binins, Anno 1618. 
Yea, Dr. Cofin in his Scholaſtical Hiſtory, cap. 16. Num. 159, and 
16. obſ-rves that it is not to be found in any of the Editions 
of the large Tomes of the Councils by Pet. Crab. &c. The firſt 
mention we have thereof being in Caran as Epitome of the 
Councils. It is a ſtrong ſuſpition of Forgery, when more is in 
the Epitqme, then in the large Volums of the Councils. Nay 
further, that whole inſtruction to the Armenians, which is faid 
to be given by Pope Fugenius 4. in the Conncil of Florence, 
whereof Carenze makes his Catalogue of the Books of Scrip- 
ture, to be one Article, is likewiſe queſtioned, ſeeing it is dated 
in the Year 1439. 10. Kal. December, five months after the Uiſſo- 
lution of the Council, for it had been diſſolved in the Month 
of Fuly proceeding. Thirdly, its a large leap which Becan 
makes from Enugenius and the Council of Florence unto Celaſiu the 
firſt, and his Roman Council, near about a 10Cco. years, this is 
a great hiatus and gape in the Pedegree, Fourthly, that Decrce 
of Gela with his Roman Councif of Seventy Biſhops, as alſo 
Innocent the firſt his Decretal to Exuperins, looks to be ſuppoſi- 
titious, and the rather, ſeeing there was no mention of them till 
Ifiderus Mercator began to vent his Sophiſtical wares 300. years 
after the Death of Gelaſiws, and 400 after the Death of Innocenti. 
Who would ſee more to prove the Forgery of both, may peruſe 
Dr. Gofias Scholaſt. Hift. of the Canon of the Scripture, _ 25 
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$6, 87. Fifthly, I have already ſhewed cap. 3. Fol. t. that nei - 
ther Auſtin, not che Council of Carthage, ever meant that theſe 
Books were ſtri&ly Canonical, that is, given by Divine inſpi- 
tation — a public rule to the Church, for conſit ming Arti- 
cles of Faith, though they might be read in the Church, for a 
more ample inſtruction how to lead a reguiar courſe of Lite, 
Auſtin lib. 18. de Civ. dei cap. 36. exp diſtinguiſhes the 
Books of Maccabeet tom theſe that are rd y canonical. Nor 
is there mention of the Maccabees in that Caron of Crthage, 
either as it is ſer down in ene Gre k Co le, or in the collection 
made by Creſc oni, not to ſpeak ot the ſcruples that are raiſed 
concerning the —_ ot tnat Canon, or Council by which it 
was made, of which I leave the Reader to Dr. Colm Hr -. $ 8, 
$2. But fixthly, admitting lun cents dicrete'ts a d Gel opus decree, 
aud the Canon of Cartbege to le real. yet all t. 11 wirhin the 
fitth Century, for Innocent whom Becan (ets, in the nrſt place is 
ſaid to have lived Anno 402. And Gelaſu was in the end of that 
Century, about the Year 494- and ſo falls ſhort of the hieſt 
three ages. I add teventhly and laſtly, that (ure it is that nei» 
ther by Innocent, nor Celaſiu, nor the Council or Carthage, yea, 
nor by the Council ot Flarence could theſe Books be declared 
to be ſtrictly and properly Canonical tor moſt eminent Doctors 
in the Roman Church, who could not be ignorant w at theſe 
Councils and Popes had defined, denyed either all, or ſome of 
them to be Canonical, ſuch as L;ranus, Anton nut Abulenſu, Cajt- 
tan, &c. When Melchror Cam had objected theſe Authors to 
himſelf lib. 2. cap. 10, he Anſwers cap. 11. uri um ile igne- 
rentid Laborafſe, Were Mel bier Canus brings on himſelt the 
ſuſpicion of diſ-ingenuity, and of deſperateneſs on his cauſe, 
when he hath no other evaſion, but to ſay that the moſt emi- 
nent Doctors iu the Church of Rome underſt ind not what was 
defined to be Canonical Scripture by the Church, By all «hich 
it may appear, that juſtly Learned Proteſtants have concluded, 
that the preſent Romiſh Canon was ſo far from beiug acknow- 
ledged by the Anc:ent Churcli, that it was never defined as 
an Article of Faith until the late Trent Co venticle. 

Here it mioht make a good Problem, why they of th* Ro- 
man Church who ſo much undervalue the Scripture. are (© 
y* ement to hav” the Apocryphe Books enrolled in the Scrip- 
ture-Cayon? But judicious Dr. Don Serm. 73. hath 8 
the 


the Myſtery, viz. the deſign of Romaniſts being, to under- 
value Scripture, that they may overvalue their Traditions and 
ſentences of their viſible judge, therefore they put the name 
of Scripture upon Books of a lower value, that the unwor- 
thineſs of theſe additional Books may caſt a diminution 
upon the Books which truely are Canonical, when all are 
_ Alice. A Stratagem forſooth well becoming the man 
of fin. | 

Inſtance ſecond the Council of Trent ſeſs. 4. decret 2, hath 
Authorized the vulgar Latin verſion of the hibie to the authentique 
rule of Faith, paſſing by the Originals of the Hebrew and Greek , 
the like cannot be prerended to be done by the Church in the 
firſt three Centuries. Romaniſts will have much a do to prove 
that the vulgar Latin, as now ſet forth by Clement che eighth, 
was extant in theſe three Centuries. Sure I am that the Ancient 
Fathers, even they who flouriſhed atter the third Century, 
were ſo far from teaching that the Hebrew Text of the Old 
Teſtament, and Greek of the New, were to be correfted by 
this Latin verſion, that-they held all verſions were to be 
corrected by the Original. Take for all Hierom Epill. ad 
Suniam & Fretelam and Augidt, lib. 2. de Dodirin. Chriſt , cap. 
15. 
Inſtance third the Council of Trent ſeſi. 22. cap. 8. and Can. 9. 
declares it mot to be expedient, that the publick, worſhip of God ſhould 
be performed in a Language known to the multitude, and anathematizes 
them who teach otherwiſe. So taught not the Chriſtian Church of 
the firſt three ages, as hath oft been demonſtrated by our 
Divines from -Orig.” lib. 8. Cont. Celſum. Ju tin apol. 2. 7ertul. 
Al. 39. Clemens Al. Strom. lib. 7. Chryf, Baſil. Auftin. At pre- 
ſent ler that of Origen ſuffice ib. &. contre Celſum, every Nation 
ſaith be, Prays to God in their own proper Language. Yea the 
more ingenunus among Romaniſts confeſs ſo much. Hence 
Urans in 1 Cor. 14. in primitive Eccleſia benediftiones, & cetera 
ona fiebont in Lingus vulgari. do allo Caſſander in Liturg. cap. 28. 
Yea, Bel. himſclt lib. 2 de verb dei cap. 16. from Ju tis Marty, 
Chryſ»jt. Cyp. and Hi-rom ack: owledpes that in the primitive 
Church the whole multicude jovned unt e pu lick ſervices 
ſay ine. Amen, wi ich ſuppoſes, they underſtood, what was ſd. 
Ard al tt le after he faith, that in proceſs of rime that cuſtom 
was changed, and a Clerk was ſubſtituted to fay Amen, in _ 
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of che People. Conſequently by Bellarmins confeſſion the Roman 
Church in chis particular hath innovated. And of that Clerk 
alſo Suarez, in 3. pert. tom. 3. q. $3. art. 4. diſp. $3. ſed. 1. Is 
not aſhamed to ſay, munc non eſt neceſſe, ut miniſſer linguam intel- 
lig t in qua miſſs dicitur, that now it is not neceſſary that the 
Miniſter underſtand the Language wherein Me/+ is ſaid. Cajeten 
is better adviſed, who in 1 Cr. 14. confeſſes it were for more 
edification, that the worſhip were performed in a known tongue, 80 
doth Aquinas in 1 Cor. 14. and Caſſander in defenſ. offic. pii. viri. 
Pag. 141. wiſhes that according to the Apoſtles command, and pratiice 
of the Ancient Church Gods wor 2 performed in a known tongue. 
So tar is this worſhipping of without underſtanding, nov 
practiſed and taught by the Remiſh Church from that reaſon- 
able ſervice which God requires Rom. 12. 1. that Auſtin expoſit 2. 
in Pſal. 18. compares it to the chattering of Parrots, and 
Crows. and lib. 4 de Dod. Chriſti. cap. 10 quid prodett (faith he) 
lecutiomm integritss, quam non ſequitur intelefus audientis , yea, 
in decret. Greg. 9. lib. 1. tit. 31. de eic. jud. orb. cap. 14. Its 
ordained, that Cities where are people of Yifferent Languages, men be 
provided to celebrate Divine ſervice according to the diverſity of Lan» 
guage! and Fuftini an in Novel. 123. Statutes that boly things be ce- 
thrated with « loud and diſtin voice, that the bearts ef the bearer, 
may be raiſed , the greater devotion, which could not be, if then 
the worſhip had not been performed in an — Lan- 
uage. In the Reman Pontifical Readers are commanded leftiones 
— diſtinde, & aperte ad intelligentiam & ed ficationem fidelium 
ſerre. It is as eaſie therefore to reconcile Adultery with the 
— Commandement, as the preſent way of the Romiſh 
Church, either with Scripture, or Antiquity. 

Its true in many places of the Weſt, publick worſhip was 
performed in Latin, but irs as true that the Latin Tongue was 
then generally underſtood, by reaſon of the Roman Colonies. 
Yer Romaniſts want not ſome prefidents for their barbarous 
worſhip; ſuch as the Hereticks called Offeni in Epiphanius beref. 
19. and the Hieraclionita in Auſtin bereſ. 16. who taught to pay 
with obſcute word. Neither do we envy them the example of 
Twhs, who Read their ſervice in the Sabick, of which the 
ple underſtand nothing, or of the modern Fews, who Read 
Hebrew in their Sy Ragogues, which alſo the multitude do but 
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Inſtance fourth the Romiſh Church in the publi 
dinary adminiſtration of the Euchariſt de with 
from the people, ſo the Council of Trent ſeff. 22. can. 1. 
Council ——— feſſe 13. in Coranzs's epitome, pracip nw 

ens Excommunications, quod nulla Freibiter communicet pop 
ub utr aq ſpecie panis & vin, that is, we command under pain of 
Excommunication, that no presbiter give the Communion to 
the people under both kinds. This is certainly repugnant to 
the practice of the Ancient Church, for the Sanctined Bread 
and Wine was given iz ee, to every one who was 
preſent faith Juſtin Martyr Apel. 2. Cy. Eid. 63. expreſly makes 
mention of the Sanckiiy ing ot the Cup, and giving it to the 
le, & plebi miniſtrando. Ch yſojt. bomil. 18. in 2. Epiſt. ad Cor. 
Mich. there is no difference betwixi paſtor and people, & to communi- 
cating, ſeeing the ſame Need, and the ſome cup u given to both, Yea, 
Pope Gelaſi in Gr «tian de conſecrat. dijt, 2. cap. camperimu, made 
that decree, ut integre rec: ant, aut ad imegrs arceantur. Who 
leaſe may find an army of Teſtimonies to this purpoſe in 
Chamier tom. 4. lib. 8. cap. 9. What need I more, the tung 
being acknowledged by adverſaries themſelves. As A phonſus 
a Caiiro de here). tit. Euchaviſtia bereſ. 12 Caſſonder in Conſult 
at. 22. Barzeſ. in Catbol. Rom. Pacifico. Sei. 7. Picherel de N 
cap. 4, Yea, Caſander ſaith, this was not only the way of the Ca- 
tholick Church to give it under both kinds, but alſo the Foman above 
the ſpace of a 1000 Years, | 
his is another ot the Romith Novelties, I had obicfted to 
Mr. Dempfter Pap. >. Fag. 170. and yet remains unanſwered. 
Only this Pamphleter Pag. 147, when he had been ſpeaking of 
the preſence of Chriſt in the Sacrament. ſneakingly infinuares 
ſome inſignificant whiſpers; to fetch (ome colour from anti- 
quiry ſer their mutilution of the Sacrament becauſe ancient!y its ſaid 
to be gte Infants, and to the SK. and ts bave been carried to pri» 
vate Houſes, yea over Sea, and for this laſt he cites Euſcb. lib. 5. 
Hit. without deſignation of any Chapter. Bur all theſe In- 
flances (which he hath taken our of H.7 %. Manual art. 12.) 
ae either falſ or impartinent. For firſt ſome of theſe things 
are diſſullowed by the preſent Romiſh Ghurch, viz. rhe giving 
of the Enchariit to Infants, by th Council of rent (eff. 21, car}. 
and th- ſending it to abſents is prohibired by the Counc'l of 
Ceſar Auguſt can 3. about —_— 381. and by che firſt Council 
q 2 of 
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of Toledo can. 14. Anno 400. as is acknowledged by Durant, 
de rit Eccleſ. lib. 1. cap. 16. Secondly che Queſtion berwixt 
Romaniſts and us, is about the publick, and ordinary celeby ation of 
the Sacrament to adult perſons, wherein the preſent Romi 
Church commands it to be given under on ſpecies, viz, of bread, 
but all che Inſtances, yea and all that ever I could read brought 
by any Romaniſt, are of ſome extraordinary caſes of Sickneſs, 
Abſence, Perſecution, &c. But none of the publick ordinary 
celebration of the Sacrament. How far in extraordinary caſes 
Proteſtants have yeelded, Dr. Will. Forbes lib. 2. de commun. 
ub utreque ſpecie cap. 1. hath given an account from Bucer, 
r. Andrews, Caſaubon and Spalat. Thirdly, the preſent Romiſh 
Church proceed further and prohibit «be giving of the cup to the 
people under pain of Excommunication, as I ſhew from Caranzs, 
but no Romaniſt ever undertook to ſhew a preſident for ſuch 
a prohibition, from Antiquity. Fourthly its falſely affirmed 
by the Pamphleter, that Denys Cyprian Tertul. and Euſeb. ſay that 
when the Eucharift was given to Infants, Sick, or abſent perſotis, reſtri- 
dion was made to one kind only, far leſs to the ſpecies of Bread alone, 
That it was given to Infants under both kinds, Chamier tam. 4. 
lib. 9. cap. 3. proves from Auſtin Epiſt. 107. Cyprian and Gena- 
diu. Yea, Bell. does not alledge that the bread only was given 
to Infants, but the Cup. The truth is they ſhould have had 
neither, but furely they got both. As for the Sick and abſent, 
Juſtin Martyr apol. 2. teſtifies that both the Bread and Wine 
were carried to them, and Hierom Epi. 4. ſays of Exuperiw 
that he carried not only Corpus Chrifti in caniitro vimines, hut 
alſo ſanguin:m in vitro, that is, Chriſts blood in a Glaſs, Creg- 
Nazians. crat. 11, reports that his Siſter Gergonia preſerved the 
Symbols both of Chriſts body and blood, and therefore it was 
too great preſumption in the Pamphlerer to ſay that this could 
mt be done but under one kind, I know not what he means by his 
citation from Euſeb. lib. 5. unleſs he point at the caſe of Sa- 
pion, but then he ſhould have ſaid lib. 6. nor does it make an 
thing for him, for the Bread was dipt into the Wine, and fo 


put into Serepions mouth Dr. Francis White in his reply to Jeſuit 
Fiſher point 7. Pag. $03. brings in the Council of Tours, Bur- 
chardis and Juve giving this Reaſon of that kind of practice, 
ut — — dicere poſfit cerpus & ſanguis domini Feſu Chrifti 
tibi profit 


vitam cternam. 
If 
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If ay ask, bet then the communion of Laich is, whereof An- 
cients as Cyprian the Councils of Sardice and Elberis, &c. make 
mention. Anſw. It was no communion under one kind as Bell, 
falſly, and without any ground would have it, and ſo much 
Lins the Jeſuir in Ad. 2. and Durantus de ritib. Eccleſ. lib. 2. 
cap. 58. are conſtrained to acknowledge, for certain it is that 
the people got the Sacrament in thoſe days under both kinds, 
and beſides, Its clear that Miniſters, becauſe of Mal-behaviour 
were then reſtricted to the communion of Laicks. But in the 
Roman Church prieſts themſelves, when they do not conſe- 
crate, how unblameably ſo ever they walk, receive but under 
one kind. The truth therefore is, as our Learned Chamier 
tom 4. lib. 9. cap. 3. doth (olidly prove from Cyprian, Balſa- 
mon, &c. that phroſe was taken from the degrees of Church 
Cenſurs upon office heat ers in the Church. for ſometime they 
were both depoſed from their otfice, and Excommunicated 
from the Church, and conſequently might not partake of the 
Euchariſt, at other time they were only depoſed ab officio, and 
ſo not reckoned among the Clergy, yet not Excommunicated, 
and ſo were admitted ad Aaixar u to communicate with. 
the people of God. With this diſtinction from thoſe of the 
Clergy faith, Durentw« loc cit. that they received the Sacrament 
extra cancellos & non in [acratiori loco. 

Inſtance fifth, the preſent Roman Church allows of private 
communions, wherein the prieſt alone partakys of the conſecrated ele- 
ments, and none elſe, and anatbematizes them who judge that pradlice 
unlaw/ul, ſo the Council of Iren ſeff. 22. can. g. but this is cer- 
tainly repugnant to the inſtitution of Chriſt, and to the 
praftice of the Ancient Church, as is demonſtrated largly by 
Cham er, tom. 4. 116. 7. cap. 17. 18. 19. from the Ancient Litur- 
gies, Canons and Councils, and ſuffrages of Fathers, yea this 
matter is ſo clear that their own Authors cannot but acknow- 
ledge it, as Caſſander in Conſult, art. 24. where alſo he cites 
Odo Cameracenſis, W alafridus, Str abo, Micrologw, Hifſmeirierw, &c. 
teſtifying the ſame. Sure either theſe ſolitary Maſſes were not 
in uſe at the compounding of the Roman Misa, or their 
Mel is in many things ridiculous, as when the prieſt ith, 
dominus vobiſcum, ſurſum cord a, gratias agamiuns domino» Deo mofiro, 
babete vinc ulum pacis quod ſumpſi mus Demine, all which expreſſions, 
and many more, import that there were more preſent to par- 

ke 
ta 
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partake of the Sacrament, then the Prieſt. Muſt not Romaniſts 
be deſtitute of Patrociny from Antiquity, when Bell. lib. 2, 
de Miſſa cap. 9. Sed. 3. Probatur, conteſſes, nuſquam expreſſe 
legimus d veteripus oblatiam ſacrificium ſine communiene alicujus, vel 
aliquorum preter Sacerdetem, Joannes Hefſme ſterus apud Caſſand. 
loc. cit. wonders how the, cuſtome ot theſe lolitary Maſes 
came up. | 

If any do obiect the reſervation of the Sacrament in primitice 
times. Anſw. They make nothing tor theſe ſolitary commu» 
nions of the prieit alone. The Miniſter had ever others 
preſent who did partake with him, as appears by all the An- 
cient Litzrgies, yea, by the Roman M. Cal, neither were thoſe 
reſervations for ſuch ends as now they ate uſed in the Roman 
Church, v:z, fora Pompous circumgeſtation and adoration, 
but to be received by Sick and abſent perſons, who were re- 
puted as a part of that congregation, which did partake with 
the Miniſter at the firft corſecration. Though the carying 
home of the Sacrament to be eaten apart, be « far different 
caſe from that now under debate, yet Bell. Jb. 4. de Euch. 
cap. 5. ad tertiam, cannot deny, but that alſo was long ago 
2 by the Council of Ceſar Auguſia, and the firſt of 
Toledo. 

Inſtance ſixth the preſent Roman Church holds the abſolute 
neceſſity of cenfeſſing to Priei, all the metal ns that we can re- 
member, and that, f uro Ie. by a ] ivine erdmance. Se Council 
of Trent ſeff. 14. cap. 5. and can 6. 7. Thus did not the primi- 
tive Church as is acknowledged by Baerneſ. the Fendiflin in 
Catbol. Kom. Pacit. Sed. 8. and for it cites the Greek Church, 
Gratian and the Gleſſator, the Abbot of Purnormo, Scetut, Durand, 
Mad ua, Beats Kbenams, Cajrtan Eraſmus. and in further con- 
firmation, brings of Ancients Jer!uhan, Cyprian, Cyril of Alex- 
endris. and many Teſtimonies of Ch-yſo/t, Yet Proteſlants do 
not altogether condemnie the conteſſion of ſecret fins to 2 
judicious perſon, far leſs to a faithiul Minifter, as may be ſeen 
in Calvin lib. 3. intit. cap. 4. Set. 12. 13. and Chemnit, *. 
Concil. Irid. Part 2 0,5. de penit. and is conteſſed by Bell. lb. 
de penit. cap. 1. But that we condemn in the Romiſh Churches, 
that contrary to the Ancient Catholick Church ſhe has im- 
poſed the abſolute neceſſity to Salvation, of confeſſing all 
mor tal fins, ſo far as ve can remember.,and that by a jus divmum, 
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2 preſident for this will not be found in the firſt three Cen- 
turies, nor much lower, in ſo much that Gratian pert 2. cauſ. 33. 
4.3 cf. 34. lays ore tacente veniam conſequi poſſumus, Though 
at firſt, publick confeſſion was only — to be of publick 
offences, yet others 22 what benefits redounded to 
penitents thereby, and finding their own conſciences burdened 
with the like ſins, which being carryed in ſecrecy were not 
Subject to the cenſures of the Church, to the end they might 
obtain the like conſolation, aud quiet of mind, did volun- 
tarily ſubmit ch-mſelves to the Churches diſcipline, and un- 
o the burden ot publick confeſſion, and Canonical cen- 
ſures. Hereotf the Learned Uſer gives an large account in his 
anſwer to the Jeluirs challenge, cap. 4. and proves it from 
Origen bomil. 2. in pf 37. 1ertul, lib. de panit. cap. 9. Cyprian ſerm. 
de lapfis. Ambro), lib. 1. de penit cap. 16. A further account is 
given of the {ame in another Learned, but anonymous trafat 
of Confeſſion. Eitiruled , Vin d:\mantled, cap. 7. Sed. 2. and 
before them otu in « bemnitius, examin. Concil Trid. part 4. 
de indulge cap. 4. eg 724. edit Genev. 1641. And that the 
publication of theſe ſecret faults might be done to the more 
editication, Some hrudent Miniſter was firſt acquainted there- 
with, by whoſe direction the delinquent might underſtand 
what ſins were nt to be brought to the publick notice of the 
Church, and in what manner the confeſſion was to be perfor- 
med. Hence Origen homil. 2. in Pſal 37. is ſo earneſt in ad- 
viſing to make choyce of a skilful Phyfician, to whom to diſ- 
cloſe griets of this kind. But about the time of the Decian 
reſecution, it was ordained that in every Church on diſcreet 
iniſter ſhould be appointed to receive the conteſſions of 
thoſe, who relapſed into fin after BaptiGn, and then the peni- 
tent had no more the choyce of his conteſſor. This is that 
addition which Socrates Notes to have been made to the peni- 
tential canon lib. 5. Hif?. cap. 19. this was obſerved until the 
time of Ne&aris Biſhop of Conſtantinople, who becauſe of 
a notorious treſpaſs of a deacon, to wipe of the Infamy from 
the Clergy, and to prevent the like Scandals, abrogated theſe 
private confeſſions, If Ne&arius , Chryſoſt. and the Greek 
Church had looked upon this confeſſion, as appointed by a 
Divine ordinance, or abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation, would 
they have abrogated it? Or had the Roman Church then been 


of 
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of the now Trent Faith, would they not have expoſtulated 
with the Greek Church on this account? How much ate Ro- 
mani ſis netled with this argument when Bell. lib, 3. de pexit, 
eap, 14. to evite the dint of it, accuſes Sozomen and Socrates 
the Eccleſiiſtick tiiſtoriaus, as Lyars, though he have no 
round to convict them in that matter, yea they are aſſoyled 
- his fellow Jeſuit Suarez in partem 3. tom. 4, dſp. 17. ed 2. 
Num. 31. and therefore being affraid, that this ſhitt would not 
prove ſufficient, he further aileadges that N-& rius abrogated 
only publick confeſſion, a moſt ludibrious nctiou. When an 
Infamy was brought on the Clergy by a treſpaſs commitred 
under the covert of ſecret confeſſions, had this been a wa 
to wire of the blot, or to — more evils of that kind, 
to ordain that thence forth there ſhould be no conteſſions but 
in ſecret? Certainly this would have increaſed the Infamy on 
the Clergy, and given further opportunities to theſe impure 
dalliances. But what need I more, when Chryſoff. immediate 
ſucceſſor to Neid a ius in pet ſuance of the ſtatute of NHD, 
is ſo full and frequent in preaching againſt the neceſſity of 
ſecret confeſſions, as bomil. 31. in heb. cum qui ogit penitentiam 
nm opertet tr d re peccatitm, ſed Deum rogare ne ejus mem nit. 
And bomil. de fen t. & confeſſ. ſolus te Deus confitentem videat. 
In ſo much that F. Barneſ ſpares not to ſay Chryſotomus ape tut 
eft pro bac ſenten''4. Who deſire a lirge conturation of the 
pretended neceſſiry, Antiquity, or jus d vinum of theſe ſecret 
confeſſions, together with th- inextricable perplerities in 
which they involue the conſciences of poor people, and the 
moſt impious conſequences of them as they are managed by 
Romaniſts. I remit them among others to Dr. T7 aylou's di- 
ſwafive part 2. lib. 1. Gp. 11. and to the toreſaid anonymous tra- 
dat. cap. 6. and 7. For my purpoſe at preſ'ne, It will be 
enough to advertiſ rhe Reader. that Platina the Pop=s ſecre- 
tary in vita Zepherimi could find no higher riſe for the impoſed 
neceſſity of this confeſſion, then from anzxcent the third about 
1200. Yeares after Chriſt. Yea, B ru-ſ. loc. cit. thinks the 
impoſing at it as a jus divimen, o older then the Council of 
Tren, and for it has this argument becauſe in the Florentin 
Council the Roman Church was willing to make peace with 
the Greeks, albeit, notorie perſiſtentes in bac ſententia, they — 
riouſly 
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notoriouſly perſiſted in that opinion, that there is no neceſſity 
of ſuch conteſſion. 

Inſtance ſeventh , the 22 Roman Church maintaines 
indulgences for the eaſe of in Purgatory, Yea, if we may 
credit Bel. lib, l, de indulg. cap. 14. This is apud Catholicgs res 
certifſims & indubitata, a moſt ſure and undoubted point, yet 
ſurely it was not known to antiquity, as I proved in my paper 
eight again t Mr. Demfter Pag. 172. 173. and yet remaines un- 
anſwered, aud is acknowledged by Famous Romaniſts, Kof- 
fenſis cont. Luth. art. 18. Alphonſw 4 Caftro, lib. 8 de beref. tt. 
indulg. Antoninus part, 1. Sum. tit. 10. cap. 3. Durand in 4. ſent. 
diſp. 20. To whom now I add Sueres tem. 4. in 3. part. diſp. 49. 
Sei. 2. Num. 14. nec movere debet quemquem, (ſaith he) quod apud 
antiques Dolores Ecclefæ Greces & Latinos nulla inveniatur expreſſs 
mentis indulgentiarum, Learned Caſſander in Conſult. art. 12 Sed, 
de indulg. aſſerts that the Ancient Church knew no indulgences, 
but relaxations from Canonical cenſurs impoſed by the Church 
on Celinquents, in this Lite. So alſo Barneſ. in Cabo. Rax. pacif. 
Sec. 9. where allo he cites for it Vicelim Cajetan and Caſſander, 
be. cit. breaths after the Reformation of the Church of Rome 
in this matter, but the mercats of Indulgences are fo lucrative 
that ſuch propoſals cannot be heard. Its long ſince the Germans 
in their Centum gravamina grev. 3. complained that their Coun- 
trey was ſpoyled of Money, and that incef?, adulteries, murthers, 
perjuries, and all manner of fins were nouriſhed by the Popes 
pardons. I ſhall not take up time to reckon out the Religious 
works which they require for obtaining theſe pardons, as pil- 
grimages, viſiting ſuch a Chappel, ſtanding on Eaſter day at 
Peters Church door, when the Pope does ſolemnly paſs by, and 
bleſs the people, &c. Is it not ſtrange that the world ſhould 
be cheated with ſuch toyes. I will not trifle time, wich their 
Ave Maries, and Pater Noſters, and being of ſuch a Society which 
they reward with ample indulgences. Bloody (I am ſure) 
was the Bull of Jul. 2. who (as Dr. Taylour has the relation, 
diff. p. 2. ib. 2. Set. 1.) gave indulgences to him who meet- 
ing a French-man, or Venctian ſhould k U bm. How contrary is 
this to the real Picty, as well, as to the diſcipline of the An- 
cient Church ? 

Inſtance eight, The Popedume it ſelf is bundle of innovations 3 
For firſt is not the cledion of Popes by & conclave of Cardinals 4 

r meer 


306 Romiſt Novelty, 
meer Novelty. Were theſe creatures who go under the name ot 
Cardinals inveſted with ſuch dignities, priviledges, power, and 
functions within the firſt three Centuries ? Ar. the ſeſuit 
anxiouſly inquiring' after their original part. 2. Inſlit Moral, 
lib. 4. cap. I. queft, 4. can bring their pedegree no higher then 
to Pope Sylveſter in the fourth Century. But they were nothin 
then like what they are now. For till Boniface the thi 
obtained from Pboc the title of univerſal — they were 
inferior to Biſhops, ſays Pol. Virgil. de invent. lib. 4. cap. 9. 
and Bell. confeſſes as much ib. 1. de Cler. cap. 16. the reſtrain« 
ing of the election of Popes to Cardinals, was only done by 
Pope Alexander the third in 12. cent. ſays Azor. loc. cit.cap.2.4.2, 
and the ſame Jeſuit ibid. cap. 1. g. 3. confeſſes, the name office, 
dignity, number and priviledges of Cardinals to be only papa} 
Inſtitutions, and not juris Divini, Yea, Bell. grants, lib. 1. de 
cler. cap. 16. that its within theſe fix or ſeven hundred years, that 
neceſſity by liitle and little forced the Pope to leave of Epiſcopal Coun- 
cils, arid to rule all things by a Council o dinali. 

Secondly is not the impropriating ib her of convecating Synods 
to the Pope 4 manifeft Novelty ? Were not the firſt four Oecu- 
menick, Councils Convocated by the Emperors, the Nicen by Con- 
fantin, as is witneſſed by % lib. 3. de vita Conſſ an. c. G. So- 
crates Hiff, lib. . 5. Tbeod. lib, 1. cap. 7. The ſecond at Con- 
ſtantinople by 7 beedof, the elder, ſee Soxzomen lib. 7. cap. 7. Socrates 
lib. 5. cap. 8. The third at Epheſus by I heodofias the younger, See 
Evag. lib. 1. cap. 3, and frequently the Council atteſts this in 
her Acts. Thefourth at Chalcedon by Marcianw. So Liberat in 
Breviar.cap. 13. and the Council it ſelf, confeſſes the convo- 
cation to be ex decreto pientiſimerum imperatorum, V alemtiniani & 
Marciani, Its therefore untollerable impudency in Bell, Barren. 
Axor. and other Romaniſts to ſay that Emperors did only 
Petition the Biſhops of Rome to convocate Councils, nay on 
the contrary the Biſhops of Rome did Petition the Emperors. 
Did not Pope Leo make many inſtant and humble ſupplications 
to Theodofine and Marcianw before the fourth general Council 
at Chalcedon was convocated ? yea it could not be obtained at 
all, during the Life of Theodofius. So clear is it, that anciently 
Oecumenick, Councils were convocated by Emperors, that Hierom 
in Apol. 2. adverſus Ruffm, lays Sui imperator juſſit Smodum hanc 
congregari. 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, did the preſidency in Oecumenich Councils be to 
N hops of Rome alone Can any Ancient Canon of Count, 
Oecumenick, or provincial, to this purpoſe be alleadged ? 
In the Nicen the Pope of Reme waz not preſent, Neither did 
his Legats preſide, elſe how came it that Hoſts Biſhop of Cor- 
duba did ſubſcribe before them? Its a bold allegation coutrar 
to all antiquity that Heſius was the Bifbop of Romes Legat. Euſeb. 
$:zom. Theodoret mention only two of his Legats, Virus or V iGor, 
and Vincentius, Presbiters, Neither doth Hofins ſubſcribe as 
Legat but only as Biſhop of Cæduba. That Hefus preſided in 
the Council of Serdics (wbich Romaniſts hold as Oecumenick) 
is clear from the Council. Nor can Romaniſts deny but Nec- 
tarius Biſhop of Conileminople — in the firſt Orcumenick, 
Council held in that place. Did not Cyril Biſhop of Alexandrie 
preſide in the Ep Council? Nor did he thus meerly as 
Leget from the Biſhop of Rome, — 2 — in the begin- 
ning of the Sy nod, he did repreſent the Biſhop of Rome, even 
as Flavienus Biſhop of Philippi, did the place of Rufus Biſhop 
of Theſſalonics, for afterwards the B ſhop of Rome ſent three 
Ligeti to the Council, Arcadins and Projedus Biſhops, and Phi- 
lippus a Presbiter without any mention of Cyril in the com- 
miſſion, yet S. Cyril till continued preſes. In the other Epheſir, 
Smed, which likewiſe was only declared illegitimate, becauſe 
of its unjuſt proceedings, Dieſcorus Biſhop of Alexendria was 

es. Bur this was not charged as a treſpaſs on that Council 
that the preſidency was given to Dioſcerm. In the fifth Oecu- 
menick, Council Vigilins Biſhop of Rome did not preſide, but 
the Patriarch of Contaminople,whether Menn or Eutychins is not 
needful here to be diſputed. By this (I fuppoſe) may be clear 
that the preſidency inVecumenickCouncils was not ſolely appro+ 
priated to the Biſhop of Rome, 

Fourthly, was it allowed in primitive times that appeals 
ſhould be made from Oecumenick, Synods to the Bithop of Rome # 
Sure I am St. Cyprian Epift.5 5. concerning the cafe of Fortunatus 
and Fzliciſhnus could not endure that rhe Biſhop of R me 
ſhould recognoſce the ſentences of thoſe who had been judged 
in Africk. The Council of Milevs can. 22. prohibits appeals 
to be made but to Africen Councils, yea ord1ines thoſe to be 
Excommunicated who ſhall adventure on tranſmarine appeals, 
that is, on appeals to Rome, neither does Belarmins evaſion ad- 
Rr 2 vantage 
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advantage him, as if this Canon did prohibit only tranſmarine 
appeals to be made by Presbiters, Bur not by Biſhops, for in 
the Greek edition of this Canan which is the 31. h Zonara his 
collection of the Canons of Cartbage, after mention is made 
of Presbiters, its added &s x f nN ere, 
that is, as the likghath been often ſtagured concerning Biſhops. 
And beſides the ſixth Council of Cerſbage upon a long debate 
with three Biſhops ot Rome, pleading tor — decreed that 
no appeals be made to Rome, either by ſhop, or Presbiter 
and convicted the Biſhop of Rome of falſhood pretending a 
Nicen Canon for appeals to Rome. Yea, Pope Damaſus in Epiſt. 
ad Theoph. & Anyſ. (which is the fifth meny HANS Epijtles, 
or Pope Syricius, whom others will have to be the Author of 
that Epiſtle) confeſſes he cannot judge in the caſe of Bonoſus, 
the Synod of Cues (which yet was not Oecumenical) having 
paſſed a previous ſentence therein. The cavils of Romaniſts 
whereby they would perſwade the World that the right of 
appeals was acknowledged Anciently to belong to the Ses 
of — might eaſily be confuted, Did I nat ſtudy to avoide 

ixity. 

Phat which is moſt ſpeciouſly objected is the r Canon of 
the Sardican Council, but to forbear to reſume all the anſwers 
made by Proteſtant Authors, let it ſuffice to Advertiſe the 
Reader, that the Council of Serdice was no Orcumenick Coun- 
cil, elſe it ſhould be reckoned as the ſecond next the Nicen, 
which it never was, and ſure it is, that the Qriental Biſhops 
would not afſemble with the occidental, but departed thence 
to Philippepolis, as teſtifies Socrates lib. 3. cap. 10. and Conſe- 
— could make no Canons obligative to the univerſal 
urch. Hence Zara expounding that very Canon, affirms 
that it only warrants appeals to be made to the Biſhop of R, 
by thoſe that were ſubje# to the Patriarchat of Rome, as many 
the Weſtern Churches at that time were, which afterward 
became ſubje&t to the Patriarch of Conftentinople. This may 
be illuſtrated by a parallel Canon of a Council, truely Oecu- 
menical, vin, of Cbelcedon, in favours of the Biſhop of Conftan- 
— for Can. 17. that Biſhop is made judge of all contro- 
ver ſies . Were this to be underſtood univer- 
. himſelf ſhould be ſubject to the 
p of Conſtantinople, But Zenara, though a Greek, yet 
in 
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in expounding this other Canon, acknowledges that albeit no 
reſtriction be expreſſed in the Canon it ſelf, it is to be limited 
to thoſe who were ſubject to the Patriarchat of Conſtantinople, 
leſt encroachment ſhould be made on other Sees, Conſequent- 
ly, by parity of Reaſon, the Canon of Serdice (which was 
no OCecumenick Council) muſt be limited to thoſe that were 
ſubje& to the Patriarchat of Rome. And ſo much the rather, 
ſeeing the African Fathers profeſſed they knew no ſuch decree 
of any Council, warranting appeals trom them to Rome, 
whereof ſo many Learned Fathers, no fewer then 217. among 
whom was S. Auguſlis could not have been ignorant, had there 
been ſuch a decree of an Oecumenick Council. 

Fifthly, that the primitive Church aſcribed not infallibility 
ts the Biſhop of Kome, may appear from the contradictions he 
met with from the Fathers of the Afiatick and A rican Churches, 
the teſtimonies which this Phamphleter alleadged, ſor an infal- 
lible viſible Judge have been diſcuſſed, cap. 2. 

Sixthly, the Pope of Rome claimes oy = Wk ever Princes, 
in ordine ad ſpiritualie, So did not the Ancient Church. Super 
Imperatorem (ſaid Optatus lib. 3. nm ef} nifi ſolus Deus, qui ſecit im- 
peraterem, and Tertul. in Apol. cap. 30. Imperateres in ſoluu Dei — 
peteſtate, 4 quo ſunt ſecundi, poit quem primi ante omnes, & ſuper 
omnes Deos & bomines, to this allo I ſpoke Pap. $. againſt Mr. 
Dem/ter Pag. 172. but have g6t no reply, Yea, Jeſuirs would 
be exempting all the Clergy from the juriſdi ion of Princes, 
Hence Bel. lib. de cler. ap 28. nen poſſunt & magittratu- politico 
puniri, vel ulo modo trabi ad magiſtratus ſecularis tribune!. It you 
ask what they hold in caſe one of their Clergy become guilty 
of Leſ- Majeſ'y, End:mon the Jeſuit and Simanchs as cited by 
Davenant, determin queſt. 17. . Anſwer, That it is an unſuppoſa- 
ble caſe, in regard they are not ſubjed to Princes, Which is diame- 
trally repugnant both to Scripture, and Antiquity. Rem. 13.1. 
Let every Soul be ſubje to the Higher Powers, Every Soul, that 
is, 3 St. Cbryſo/t. Whether he be Evangeliſt, Prophet, ot 
Apoſt le. 

Sevenchly, the Popes of Reme have new laid afde Preaching, 
which is the Principal function of Paſtors, ſo did not the An- 
cient Biſhops of Rome, as may appear by the yet extant Sermons 
of Les and Greg. Yea Roffenfis cont. Luth, art. 25, Fol. 245. edit. 
Antwerp. 154% confeſſes that the Ancient Biſhops of Rome 
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did by Sermons inſtru the people, though the preſent Bi- 
ſhops of Rome, aliis preſſi negtijs regnent ſolum, non paſcam, being 
taken up with other affaires, only reign,but have not leaſure to 
Preach. 

Eightly, was the power of canonization of new Saints, appro- 
priated in the firſt three Centuries to the Biſhops of Rome ? The firſt 
whom Bell. lib, t. de beat. Sandi. cap. 8. could alleadge, to have 
exerciſed this act of canonization, was Pope Leo the third, 
who lived about the end of the eight Century. By theſe 
particulars, to which many more might be added, it may 
appear that the Popedome it ſelf is but a bundle of Inno- 
vations. 

In place of a ninth Inſtance I appeal Romaniſts to ſhew from 
the firſt three Centuries, their Florentin and Trent Doctrine, 
ſuſpending the efficacy of Sacraments from the 'intemtion of the Prieft, 
as it is expounded by Bell, Suarez. Val. Lug. Becan, &c. In 
oppoſition to Catbarinws, though this was one of the firſt ob- 
jections moved againſt Mr.Demter, yet I have not found a teſti- 
mony of Antiquity brought by the Pamphleter, to juſtify the 
Romiſh Doctrin in this thing. 

Inſtance tenth, and laſt (not to rake longer in the puddle of 
Romiſh innovations) ſhall be the impoſed neceſſity of A celibat en 
the Romiſh Clergy, So manifeſt a Novelty that Pol. Virg. lib. 5. 
de invent. rerum cap. 4. ſays Pope, Syric. about the end of the 
fourth Century, was the firſt who offered to impoſe it, which 
he proves from Cratian part. 1. dift. $2, and yet that this law did 
not univerſaly prevail in the Weſtern Church, until rhe time of 
Greg. 7. in the eleventh Century, after this alſo it met with 
ſome oppoſition, until Califthus the ſecond who took the chair, 
Amo 1119. and conſtrained all under his juriſdiction to ſubmit 
ro this impoſition, Hence theſe Lines paſſed upon him, 


O bene Calixte nunc omni Clerus odit te, 
wondam Presbiteri poterant uxoribus uti, 


Hoc deſtruxiſti, poſt quam ts papa fuiſti. 


So long was it before the Latin Church was fully conquered 
by the Tyranny of Popes, univerſally to take on that Yoke, 
but the Greek Church never yeelded to it, as is acknowiedges 

Y 
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by Cfatian, dift. 31. can. aliter, Aliter ſe oriemalium traditio babet 
cecleſiarum, aliter bujus S. R. eccleſie, nam illorum ſacerdotes, Diaceni 
& fred, Matrimonio copulantur.vi. e. the Tradition of the 
Eaſtern Churches is otherwiſe then of the Roman, for their 
Prieſts. Deacons, and Subdeacons are joyned in marriage. If 
you will Judge of Antiquity by the Canons which go under 
the name of the Apoſtles, the ſixth of them runs thus, Epiſ- 
opus, Prevbiter, aut diaconns uxorem ſuam pretextu veligionis non 
abjicito , let no Biſhop, Presbiter, or Deacon put away his Wife 
under pretext of Religion. Clemens Alex. lib. 7. Strom. lays 

di Chriſftiani edunt, bibunt, contrabunt matrimonium , fer ſect 
Chriſtians Eate, Drink and Marry. Surely then the e 
legem?, the perfeftion of holy orders is not ſtayned by Mar- 
riage. Segen. lib. 1. cap. 11. tells of Biſhop, Spiridion iv 8 
zt dye, a x; vag i 052" 4 D Twill nl 362 oaighy, 
he was a plain man having Wife and Children, bur not at all 
the worſe, or thereby hindred in holy things. The like teſti- 
mony is given to Greg. Biſhop of Nazianzium, Father to Greg. 
the Divine. Many more of this kind could be reckoned our, 
as Polycrates, Cheremon, Synefius, Sydonius, Appollinaris, &c. What 
the Liberty of theſe times was, may appear by St. Athanaſius 
anſwer to Dracontins, who was inclining rather to remain a 
Monk, then to be a Biſhop, becauſe he ſaw the Biſhops Mar- 
ried men, to whom Athanaſins anſwered, he might be a Biſhop 
and abide unmarried, for (ſays he) multi ex Epiſcopis matrimonia 
nen jnier unt, Monachi contre liberorum patres fadi ſunt, quem admodum 
viciſim Epiſcopss filiorum patres, & Monachos gener i poſteritatem non 
queſwiſſe, animedvertass. The Lines of Mantuen concerning Hilary 
of Poytier; are known. 


Non nocuit tibi Progenies, non obſtitit uxar, 
Legitimo con jundta thoro, non horruit illa, 
Tempeſlate Dew thalamss, cunabala, tad. u. 


The Council of Gangra cen. 4. pronounces an anathema 
upon them who refuſe to communicate with a Miniſter, be- 
cauſe he is in a Married ſlate. Its far from Proteſtants to con- 
demn an unmarried eflate, its the impoſing the neceſſity of 4 
celibat they diſallow, by which ſays Caſſander in Conſult, art. = 
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ad omne uabid ni & flagitii genus fenejira aperta eſſe videtur, a gate 
is opened to all manner of liceutiouſneſs aud impiety, for, 
ſays he, things are come to that pals ut vix centefamum invenias, 
gui & commercie feminerum abjtinest, hardly one of an hundred of 
thele Prieſts live chaſtly,and that there ate among them whoſe 
conſcienc s not ſuffering them to live in conitant whoredom, 
privatim conjugitum ineuut, do Marry — + whereupon the 
more ſober and ingenuous among Romaniſts have wiſhed the 
abrogation of that Law which impoſed Celibet, ſuch as Charles 
the fiſth in bis interim, Pope Pius the ſecond as [latina relates of 
him in his Lite, the Abbot of Panormo, Polid. Virg. Caſſander, 
Eraſmus. The aphoriſm of nen Sylviw afterward Pope Pius 
the ſecond, is known Sacerdotibus magni ratione ſublatas nuptias, 
majori reſtituendas videri, i, e. It once there was good reaſon to 
take Marriage from Prieſts, now there appeared better reaſon 
for reſtoring it to them. Yet that hot Spur 7urrien the Jeſuit 
maintained Celibat to be ſo eſſential to holy Orders even by 
a jus divinum, that its no more lawful to permit Clergy men to 
Marry, then to permit men to ſteale, for which judicious Caſ- 
ſander ſmartly takes him up as a New Italian dogmatiſt. Never 
the leſs he wants not adherents as Medina, Joanne! Major, and 
Clichtovers, ſaith Jeſuir Tirin, But this is condemned by Aqui- 
ns 2. 2. 9. $8. art. 21. and by Bell, lib, de cler. cop. 18. and many 
others, who becauſe they nd the Pope diſpenſing with the 
vow of Celibat, rhercfore hold that its annexed to ſacred orders 
only by poſitive Law, yet they call it Apoſtolick. Bur ſure, 
if it be Apoſtolick its Divine alſo. Therefare there is a third 
party among them, who confeſs it wholly an humane Law 
(ſo exceeding are thoſe men broke among themſelves, how 
vainly ſo ever they boaſt of unity) Hence Gratian cauſ. 26. 9. 2. 
cap. Sori. Copula Sacerdotis nec legali, nec Evangelica, nec Apoſtolics 
authoritate prebibetur, Eccleſiaſtica tamen interdicitur. Where the 
Eccleſiaſtick Law injoyning Celibat is contradiſtinguiſhed from 
all Divine Law, whether legal, Evangelical, or Apoſtolical. 
But the more ſober and ingenuous party among them are born 
down by the violent and Jeſuired faction, who conclude with 
Bell. lib, de Cler. cap. 19. mullo modo expedire boc tempore ut re- 
laxetur. So pertinacious are they that though the more in- 
genuous of their own Church, — bewailed the impieties 


which that impoſition hath produced, and thereupon have 
pleaded 
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pleaded to have the ſeverity of that Law mitigated, yet the 
hot heads conclude, Its not at all expedient that there ſhould 
be any relaxation of that impoſition, they will rather hold on 
their Clandeſtin whoredoms (if they may be termed Clan- 
deſtin atter ſo many ſolemn teſtimonies of them) then grant the 
liberty of Gods Ordinance of marriage, Might they not at leaſt 
have remembred that many of their Popes were the Sons of 
Presbiters,as Boriface the firſt Agepetw Sylveriws, & many more, 
as witneſſes Platina. Either then theſe Popes muſt be Baſtards, 
which Cratian cannot endure dit $6. cop. Ofim papa, or the 
Church in thoſe days impoſed not the neceffity of a celibat. 

Doth not Auſtin bæreſ. 40. profeſs that the Church in his days, 

plurimos babuit Monachos & clericos conjug:o utentes, Many Monks 

and Clergy men living ina Married eſtate. 1 will conclude 

therefone with the ſaying of thoſe in Mantuen. 


Tutius eſſe volunt qua lex Divina ſinebat, 
Le via, weterumgz ſequi veſtigia patrum, 
my vita fuit melior cum con juge, quam nunc 


oſtra ſit, excluſis thalamw , & conjugss uſu. 


That the old primitive Biſhops and Miniſters lived more 
Holyly with their Wives, then now adays is done without 
them; and therefore it is ſafer to walk in their footſteps, to 
which we are pointed by the Law of God. 

Thus I have hinted at another decad of Romiſh innovations, 
to which many more might be added. I am not ignorant of 
the Cavils, whereby the advocates of the Romiſh cauſe endea- 
vour to hide the Novelty of theſe — from the eyes of the 
World. Some of them I have touched here, others for brevi- 
ties ſake I have paſſed by, but all are fully conſuted by our 
contreverſiſts. When I conſider the d-ceirtul pretexts of An- 
tiquity, whereby Romaniſis do Varniſh over ther inventions, 
my heart cannot but bleed for the people, who are imp'icirely 
given up to ſuch notorious Cheats. Its pure compaſſion to 
miſled Souls, which drawes this freedom from me, and not any 
choler or prejudice againſt perſons- 
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A Second APPENDIX to 
CHAP, VIL 


The Pamphleters impertinevt Citations from Juſtin 
Martyr, together wth a new C _ of Hereſtes, 
ful charged on Proteſtants, briefly diſ- 


cuſeA. 


1e Pamphleter Pag. 156, pitches on Juſlin Marr, as if 
from him be could prove the preſent Romiſh 4 et 
cannot find a veſtige in him of their infallible Able 

Judge, of their Popes ſupremacy, of their adoration 

of Images, or Relicts, of the half communion, of their Pur- 
atory , canonical Authoricy of Apocryphal Books, Or, 
ndeed Fuftin gives an account of the Chriſtian Religion in 
his days, in oppoſition both to Heatbhen and Jews. Seeing 
therefore the Pampbleter hath pitched upon him particularly, 
f appeale not only ſuch an ignorant Plagiary as this perſon, but all 
the induſtrious — of the Kemiſh Party, to try if in 
Jain Marty the complex of the preſent Tridentin Faith can be 
ound. If _y can demonſtrate ir, I faith fully promiſe to 
turn a Herauld of their Religion. If not, which themſelves 
know to be impoſſible for them to do, let them ceaſe to abuſe 
ſimple Souls, as if their Religion were the Religion of Fuſtin 

and of Ancient Fathers. 

But hath the Pempbleter made any new diſcoveries from 
Juſtin Martyr / Not at all. Only he has filched four trial a- 
jecdiens from Bell. which conclude nothing againſt Proteſtants. 
The Firſt is concerning free-will. All that Fuftin Martyr ſays as to 
this, we do admit, for he neither aſſerts that man does that 
which is ſpiritually good without grace, nor that the 2 
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of grace does depend ou mans will. Of this I have ſpoken 
ſufficiently cp. 7. in the examination of the Pampbleters eighth 
Injience. The , but Fuftin only aſſerts 
their is A reward for the Righteow, from which an argment to pro- 
per merit is wholly inconſequent, ſeeing their is 4 reward of 
race, a well u of debt. Concerning this alſo, ſee what hath 
n (aid cap. 7. inftexce, 9. The third is of the efficacy of Bap- 
tiſm, concerning which we likewiſe grant Sacraments to be 
exhibitive ſigns and ſeals, but Juin hath nothing of the po- 
piſh opus operatum. The fouth is of the Euchariſt, concerning 
whichy we likewiſe admit all that Fuſtin Martyr ſays, viz. that 
the bread and wine in the Euchariſt are not common bread and wine, 


rr by Divine inſtitution, and ſo may be truly called 
the body and blood of Chriſt, as ſigns uſually receive the denomi- 


nation of the thing ſignified. But does Juſtin Martyr ay, as 
Romaniſts, that the ſubſtance of bread and wine is deſtroyed, 
aud the phyſical body and blood of Chriſt ſubſtitured under 
thoſe accidents of bread and wine? The fiction of Tranſub- 
ftantiation was not hatched in Tu tin Mariyrs days. Thus the 
Pampbleters boaſts concerning Juſtin Mortyr have ſoon evaniſhed 
into Froath. Yet though 5 4 had dogmatized in all theſe 
particulars, as do Romaniſts, it would not follow that he had 
approven the whole Syſtem ot the preſent Romiſh Faith, In 
which many more errors are engroſſed. 

Pag. 158. 159, he patches up again 4 Catalague of Hereſies 
which he charges on Proteſtants, wherein he diſcovers ſo much 
ignorance, unfaithfullneſs and indifcretion, that I ſhall paſs 
them with an overly touch. 

And firſt he charges us, with the error of Simon Magus, ſaying 
that men are not ſaved by goed works, apud Iren. lib. 1. cap. 20. 
Anſwer, Simen Mages denyed the neceſſity of good works, 
which we conſtantly affirm. only we deny good works to be 
properly meritorious of eternal Lite, which was never con- 
demned as Hereſy by any, but late Romaniſts. 

Secondly he charges us, as ſaying with Corimbas that Children 
may be ſaved without Baptiſm, apud Epiph. bereſ. 8. Bur Fpiph. 
in bereſ. 8. hath no ſuch thing for there he treats de Epicur. 
Indeed here. 28. he treats of the Cerimtbians, but is fo far from 
\mputiug that error to them, that when any of their number 
dyed, they Baptized a hving _ for the dead. Jultify ng 

2 that 
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that practiſe from 1 Cor, 15. 29. There be other Hereticks 
who deny Baptiſm to be a ſtanding ordinance of Chriſt, as 
Manichees , Seleuciens and Henricians apud Ang, hereſ. 16. & 
hereſ. $9. (with whom Socinians and Suckers joyn iſſue 
who are all condemned by Proteſtants, as may be ſeen in 2 
de Bat. diſp. 7. Theſ. 4. & 5. Had the Ancient Church held 
Baptiſm abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, would they have 
delayed it ſo long ? would they in many places limited it to 
Eaſter and Pentecoſt ? could it be but in the intervals many 
behoved to dye without Baptiſm ? See Socrates Hiſt. Eccleſ, 
lib. 5. 21. Would the Church have expoſed them to ſuch ne- 
ceſſity of periſhing Eternally? yea many Popiſh Authors deny 
che abſolute neceſſity of it,of whom Dr. Morton giveth a large 
account appeal. lib. 2. cap. 13. Sed. 5, 

Thirdly, ſays he, with Plotinians we affirm that God hath com- 
manded ſometh:ngs tmpoſſible, apud Epiph. Bur tells got where. 
I tind one Plotinus noted by a Caſſro de bæreſ. lib. 14. tit virginits, 
for Heterodoxy concerning the ſtate of virginity, but as to a 
poſſibility of keeping the commands of God, he ſpeaks noth- 
ing of him. lu what ſenſe God commands things impoſlible 
have expounded cap. 7. in the examination of the Pampbleters 
Inflance 10. and ſhe the. conformity of our Doctrine herein 
with the Ancient Church, and the opoſite Doctrine of Roman- 
\iſts to be Pelagianiſm. 

Fourthly , he ſays, with Manichees apud Aug. lib. 2. cont. 
Fauſſ um Manicheum we pull down Altars. Anſw. the Altars againſt 
which Fau tw exclaimes are Communion Tables which we al- 
low. But St. Auſtin takes occaſion thereby to clear two truths 
which Romaniſts oppoſe, one, that they in the Holy Com- 
munion celebrate no proper Sacrifice ſed memoriam peratli Sa- 
crificii. Another that they worſhip departed Saints only with 
that worſhip of Love and Society, quo coluntur in hoc vita 
ſand; Homines, wherewith Saints in this Life are Honour- 


Fifthly, he ſays, with Donatifts, we bold the Baptiſm of Chrift 
and Fobn were the ſame in Aug. lib. 2. cont. lit. Petil. cap. 32. and 
34. Anſw. Petilian ſaid Fobn only gave water, Chriſt the 
Spirit, and the Holy Ghoſt fire, he denyed that by FJobus 
Baptiſm the Holy Ghoſt was given at all, the contrary 
whereof is maintained by Proteſtants. It was really exhi- 
bitive 
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exhibitive of grace, though the grace was not Originally from 


obn. 
7 What ſixthly, he objects of our denying with the Aerians the 
Faſls of the Church, and Prayers for the = , he had ſaid before 
Sed. 5. Pag. 99. and accordingly was confured, cap. 4. 
Sell. 2. 

Seventhly, he ſays, we with Julian forbid the uſe of Images, 
and ſign of the croſs, apud Sozom. lib. 5. cap. ac. and Euſeb. lib, 7, 
cap. 14. who may not here ſee this Pampbleter Scratches up his 
Citations implicitly from others, for Euſeb. neither does nor 
could relate ſuch a thing of Julian, being dead before Fulian 
came to the Empire. Yea, Julian was ſo far from being an enemy 
to Image worſhip, that Sponden, ad anmum 362. n. 6. thews how 

an endeavoured to engage Chriſtians to worſhip the Images 
of his Heatheniſh Idols. And Nazianz. erat. 3. calls him H- 
liemm. As for us we do not ſimply condemn the uſe of Images, 
and Croſſes, but adoration of them, as hath been cleared up. 
cap. 7. Inſtance 7. But of adoration of Images the's not a 
veſtige in theſe places cited. only Sezomen relates that Julian 
pulled down that ſtatue at Ceſarea,which was ſad to be Chriſts 
and ſet up his own place of it, which was ſtricken from 
Heaven with Thunder. The Apoſtat having erected his own 
ſtatue in ſpire againſt Chriſt, and cap. 5, when Julian had com- 
manded to reedify the Temple of Feruſalem, there came fire 
out of the Earth and conſumed the Builders, and its ſaid the 
figurs of Croſſes and Stars appeared upon their Cloaths, But 
of adoration of Images, or of Croſſes, nothing is ſaid. Nay 
its infinuated that ſome in thoſe times doubted the truth of the 
Relation. | | 

What eightly is objected to us, from Hierome , concerning 
the Herefies of Fovinian and V igilantiw was objected before Scdl. 5. 
peg. 100. and diſcuſſed cap. 4. Se. 2. 

Ninthly, he ſays, that with Pelagians we brag of aſiwance of 
Salvation, apud Hierem. lib. 3. cont. Pelag. We do nut brag of it, 
we only ſay through grace it may be attained, yet make it not 
abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, neither was this ever con- 
demned as a Pelagian error. That which St. Hierom. refutes 
in the place cited as C bamier ſhews lib. 3. cap. 20. Sed. 4. ls 
the ſinleſs per ſection in time, which Papifts and Quakers fol- 
lowing Pelagians do maintain, yea, not only Ancient Fathers 


beit 
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but alſo diverſe Popiſh Authors > to us in the matter 
of aſſurance as St. Ambroſe , Catbarinu , Marcw , Marina iu, 
&c. 

Tenthly, he ſays, with Fovinians we maintain that they who beve 
received grace in Baptiſm cannot finally fall away apud, Auguſt. But 
the Hereſy where with St. Auguſt. in bereſ. $2. (which I think 
the Pampbleter would have cited) charges Foumian was, that he 
affirmed, that after Baptiſm men could not fin. Which none 
of us affirm, an immunity from final Apoſtacy, and a total 
immunity from (in are very different things. 

Eleventhly, he ſays, that with Vigilentiw we bold Church men 
ought to marry,epud Hi cn. cont. Vigil. we lay no ſuch thing, we 
only ſay, its lawful for them, but not rhge they are bound 
to do it. is there not a Uifference berwixt Licere and Oper- 
tere? 

Twelfthly, He charges us with the madneſs of the Anuthrope- 
morphbits, ſaying that the body of Cbriſt remaines not in the Eneberiſt, 
if it be keept till the morrow, apud Cyrill ad Colloſyrium. To this 
objection of Breerlys, it was long ago replyed by Dr. Marten 
appeal. lib. 5. cap. G. and lib. 2. cap. 3. that Romaniſts do more 
reſemble the madneſs of the 4 rpbits by picturing and 
worſhiping God the Father, in the likeneſs of an old man, 
and that Proteſtants do not altogether condemn all reſerva- 
tions of the Euchariſt. eſpecially theſe in the Ancient Church, 
in order to eating and participation, in caſe of abſence from 
the congregation, thorow ſickneſs and perſecution, and in 
ſuch reſervations for Sacramental uſe, the conſecrated elements. 
remaine to be the body and blood of Chriſt Symbolically, 
which is all that Cyril intended, for then the Sacramental ation 
is continued. Bur the Popiſh reſervations for circumgeſta- 
tion, proceſſion, and adoration, is a manifeſt innovation with- 
out any veſtige of Antiquity: Ancients were wont to give 
the remainders of the Euchariſt to Children, or School Boys, 
to be eaten ſays Nicepb, Hiff. lib. 17. cap. 25. and Euag. Hiſt. 
lib. 4. cap. 35. which was an evidence they looked not on them 
as a Sacrament, when the Sacramental uſe ceaſed, elſe they 
would not have given theſe elements to Children, who could 
not diſcern the Lords body, I only add that theſe reſer- 


vations uſed by Ancients, are now abrogated in tbe Romiſh 
Church, 
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Church, as is acknowledged by Durant. de ritibu, lib. 1. cap. 
16. 

Thirtenthly, What he objetts of Pelagians concerning Baptiſm, 
of Eunomians concerning juſtification by Faith alone, and of Arrians 
concerning Tradition, was objected Pag.1co. and was accordingly 
diſcuſſed cap. 4. Sed. 2. 

Fourtenthly, He ſhuts us all with three teſfimonies concernin 
the infallibility of the Church of Rome. The two firſt are from St. 

en. and St. ren. which he oft repeats in his Pamphlet. 
That of Iren. I examined cap. 7. Inſtance 1. I ſhall now there- 
fore only take notice of that from Cyp. and of the other from 
the Council of Chaleeden. Who would not admire the impu- 
dency of this Pampbleter, there being no more luculent wit- 
neſſes againſt che intallibiliry, and ſupremacy of the Pope then 
St. Cp. and the Council of Chalcedon He repreſents Cypriens 
teſtimony thus Epi/t. 55. to Peters Chaire, and the principal Church, 
infidelity or falſe Dofirine cannot have acceſs. To which its an- 
ſwered, 1, That if an argument hold from that teſtimony of 
St. Cyp. for papal infallibility, it will likewiſe conclude all the 
beleeving Romans to be infallible, for their Cyprian ſays, ad 
Romanes, qucrum fides Apoſtolo predicante landaia eff, perfidia non 
peteſt habere acceſſum, that perfidy can have no acceſs to beleev- 
ing Romans. But ſecondly who warranted the Pampbleter to 
render, perfidia, by infidelity or falſe Doctrine. As of St. 
Cyprian were wy ſpeaking of errors in dogmatical points, 
where as certainly Cypriens words relate alſo, if not princi- 
pally to queſtions of fact, for he ſubjoyns gu & juſtum eſt, 
ut uniuſcujuſque cauſes illic audiatur, ubi crimen admiſſim eff, Its 
juſt that every mans cauſe be heard in that place, where the 
crime was committed. ſo that the perfidy of which Cyprian 
ſpeaks may be expounded of unfaichfulneſs in judging of 
crimes, and in examining of ſuch queſtions of Fact. I ſuppoſe 
Romaniſts will grant Popes may erre, yea Cyprian a little after, 
pleads the Authority of the African Biſhops to be no leſs then 
of the Italian Biſhops for judging in ſuch caſes. Thirdly does 
not Cyprian Epiſt. 74. ad Pompeium accuſe Pope Stephanws not 
only of error but as mantaining cauſem bereticorum, the cauſe 
of Hereticks againſt the Church. Unleſs therefore St. Cyprian 
be made to contradict himſelf, he cannot here aſſert the - al- 
libility 
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intallibility of the Romiſh Church. Fourthly and laſtly, theſe 
words mon, ,poteſt babere acceſſum, cannot have acceſs ; muſt not 
be ſtrained, as excluding a poſſibility of erring, Non poteſt, 
being frequently taken for that, which could not readily or 
eaſily be, as matters then ſtood. Examples might be brought 
trom Sacred, and prophane A yea and from Cyprian 
himſelf, Luk, 11. 7, when the man ſaid, I cannot riſe, he meant 
not impoſſibility of riſing. Is not Ciceres phraſe known, 
facere non potui, ut nibil tibi literarum darem, yea and St. Cyprian 
himſelf in Concil. Carthag. ſent. 1. mulls e peteſt alium 
judicare, yet the preſent uſurpation of the Romiſh Biſhop 
ſhews their is no impoſſibility in the thing. 

As to the laſt teſtimony, which is from the Council of Chalced, 
420. 16. Where all primacy, and chief Honour is ſaid to be 
kept to the Biſhop of Rome, he ſhould haveremembred that pre- 
ſently it is ſubjoyned. That the ſame Honours are due to 
the Biſhop of Conſtantinople. The Council of Chalcedon was fo 
far from acknowledging the abſelute ſupremacy of the Biſbep 
of Rome, that upon that account, its diſallowed by the Popes 
of Rome, as teſtifies Bell. lib. 2. de port. cap. 18 Is it not ſu 
lative effrontedneſs to Triumph on the teſtimony of thoſe 
Fathers which themſelves are conſtrained do diſallow for op- 
poſing the primacy of their Pope? Muſt not theſe men 
dorhxaraxplry (elt condemned? 


— — — — 


CHAP. VIII. 


A Confutation of the Pamphleters Laſt Section, 
wherein, beſide other things, bis three Notes of the 
Catholick Church, viz. Miracles Converſion 
of Infidels, and SanCtity of Life, are examined, 
and by them alſo the Truth of the reformed Re- 
ligton, and falſhood of the Popiſh Religion, « 
Demonſtrated, 


Triumph, as if in the former Sodiont he had demoliſhed 

the reformed Religion, and in this did eſtabliſh the 
Romiſh Church, as the truly Catholick Church; and the pre- 
ſent Romiſh —— as the only true Chriſtian Religion. 
But I hope it ſhall ſhortly appear, he feeds himſelf with a fancy, 
for to ay the Truth, Popery is but a Leproſie ſuperinduced 
upon the Chriſtian Religion. 


'& % 3: we 


4 bundle of the Pamphle ters moſt impadent Slanders again 
Proteflants RejeRed. as, 


T* Pampbleter in his laſt Sefion ſnuts up all with an empty 


Or raiſing this his Pabyloniſh Pyramid from Pag. 161. to 
,164. be charges Proteſtants with tmpious tenents moſt 
falſly, as that. they change faiths certainty into probability, mock, at 
the motives of credibility, affirm errors in integrals to be indifſe/ent to 
our beleefe, that in penuing Scripnue the Apoitles themſelves were not 
infallible, (of this laſt blaſphemy he accuſes K azmlds and Whit- 
ers but like one ho had Learned the art of Slandering, he 
tells not where) thot Proteſt am ſet ſerib a new Goſpel of their «wn, 
FY 


finding 
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finding no true Scripture before, that they abandon the Ancient Church 
at the Synagogue, that they allow no faſting but for temporal ends, that 
beſt ations are fins, and bold beleeving an eaſie tak , that we acknow- 
ledge no Authority of Councils, and Fathers, yeeld to no evidence of 
reaſon, ſubmit to no judge, &c. All and every one of which Pro- 
teſtant Churches execrate as abominable poſitions. Are not 
ſuch arrant lyes a noble baſis for his Babyloniſh ſuper ſtruc- 
ture? 


SECT. IL 


The Pamphleters evi vocation in propounding the ground; of 
the Romiſb Religion. | 


S he belies us, ſo he — — —— in pro- 
pounding the grounds of the Romith Religion Pag. 165. 
which he thus expreſſes. Scripture and Apoftolical Tradition am- 
ferued in the Church, 4s delivered and expounded by ber, as infallible 
propounder and judge. Though this Sophiſter ſeem to magnify 
Scripture and Tradition, yet leaſt the ſimple Reader be im- 
poſed upon, it would be adverted, 1, That Romaniſts dare 
not adventure their cauſe upoy Scripture alone, therefore 
Tradition muſt be joyned with It. yea, nor ſecondly, on both 
joyntly, their innovations would find no patrociny in Tra- 
ditions truly Apoſtolical, more then in Scripture, therefore 
neither Scripture nor Tradition is further to be beleeved by 
them, then as expounded by the Church, that is ſurely by the 
Romiſh Church. Thirdly, ſeaſt the Church ſhould be called 
to an account for her propoſals, ſhe muſt be held for an infal- 
lible propounder and Judge, yet, Fonrthly,that none of the 
divided parties of the Romiſh Communion be offended, this 
priviledge muſt be aſeribed to the Church in General terms, 
not defining whither Pope. or Council be that infallible Judge. 
In a word though Scripture and Tradition be complemented, 
as if they were held as grounds of Religion, yet neither of 
them are really their grounds, but the decifion of the preſent 
Church, that is, according to its, what the Pope and bis 
Jeſuited conelave pleaſe. and therefore Pag. 168. he under- 
takes to prove as his grand Theſis, That the Churches Authority 
P 
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4 an infallible propounder is neceſſary 1s mag 1he Divine traths can 
tained in Scripture, er dilivertd Tradition, both ſolid 
and infallible ground; to xs, If you abſtract then from the F ativaa 
Oracle, you can have no ſolidity, of infallibility either in 

— or Apoſtolical Tradition. A noble baſis of Faith 
forſooth ! 


SECT. III. 


Three Propoſitions of the P eter, an which all the intereſ 
of the Papacy doth * arvaſed, 


IL. ſupport this tottering Pillar on which al their for- 
runes doe hang, Pag. 2 Three things bo nndertckys to 

1. — — hi pan 5. Thr the wa 
Church & this infallible pra bat the Rana Church 
the only true Church. If he fail i rening — the 
Romiſh incereſt periſhes infallibly; much more if he ſuccumb 
in them all, let us therefore trace him a little. 


SUBSECT, I. 


The Soph bu fir P > 
norte ee er 
Diſciſſ ed. 


the bogs por of a 
ſuffic 22 F 


(chick I hope wis 
2.) he gu. e CO 176. 
their — holy Seripture is propounded 
fallible weans, 1 — cho \ be no infallible certainty of Faith. 
Anſw. 1. This — might more, ſoreibly be retorted 
ad bominem. The Scriptures according to this Pomphleter are 
corrupted both in originals and Tranftations. — * there 
has been no infallible propounder elſe the Scr iptures had been 
better looked to. Bur ſecondly, l anſwer, by denying his laſt 
conſequence, for to the certaingy of Faith, its enough that we 
have a certain and infallible rule of Faith, though it be con- 
veyed to us by fallible Hands. Even as though Exclids ele- 
Tet 2 ments 
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elements be conveyed to me by a fallible Hand, yet the evi- 
dences of his demonſtratious may breed in me an infallible 
aſſent to his propoſitions. So the infallible certainty of the 
$criprures, as the rule of Faich, may beget an intallible aſſent 
to Divine truths, 'though the Hands by which it js conveyed 
were not infallible. Irs true it might have miſcarried in the 
conveyance, had not the watchful providence of a gracious 
God preſerved his holy word from perifhing, or being cor- 
rupted. Yea, the fallibility of the means and Hands by which 
it is tranſmitted to us, demonſtrates the ſpecial care that God 
has of his Church, that notwithſtanding the means were ſo 
fallible in themſelves ; yet God preſerved the Scriptures in- 
fallibly. Nor can it rationally be denyed that the means of 
conveyance are of themſelves fallible, ſeeing he made uſe of 
infidel Fews to preſerve the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, 
as well as of the Chriſtian Church, But I anſwer, Thirdly, 
the moſt that this objection can conclude, is that the Tradi- 
tion of the Church whereby ſhe atteſts the Truth of the 
Scriptures, is certain, which Proteſtants freely admit, and 
make uſe of ir, as one of the motives of Credibility, to prove 
the truth of the Scriptures. Neither is that to be looked 
upon as a Tradition ſimply unwritten, the ſame truth being 
written that all Scriptures are of Divine jaſpiration, 2 Tim. 3. 
Neither in any meaſure doth it infringe the ſufficiency of 

written As whena fairhful rabellarius brings a Letter 
fully containing his Maſters mind, he may -atteſt che truth of 
the Letter, although he remit all the particulars of his Maſters 
will to be gathered from the Letter it ſelf. And indeed it is 
much more eaſie to arreſt the truth of a Letter, then faichfully 
to remember, and give an account of many intricate parti- 
culars. In this laſt a very honeſt Meſſenger thorow weak- 
neſs might fail. This ſimile is Excellently improven by 
Dr. Taylour,, Part. 2. Of his diſſwaſive in the — 5 


on. 
The Pamphleter argues, 22 ibid, Faith comes by bearing 
and 4 there are infallible beavers and beleevers, jo alſo in- 
fallible Teachers, Anſw. What do Romaniſts and jeſuits prate 
of infallible beleevers ? Do they not teach that beleevers may 
totally apoſtatize and become Infidels ? A goodly infallibility 
forſooth ! If implicit Romaniſts be infallible 


beleevers, why 
may 
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may not the Turkiſh Muſelmans alſo pretend to infallibility 
in beleeving the Alcoren ! But though this Pamphlecer do rant 
here of infallible beleevers, yet were he at Rome its probable 
he would change his tone, for as Dr. Tultonſam on a like occa- 
fion did advertile his adverſary, J. S. we Proteſtants are telu that 
a Rome lives an Old Gemileman, who takes it ill, f any be termed 
infallible beſides b:mſelf. In a word therefore I anſwer, if by in- 
fallible beleevers he mean, that every beleever hath ſuch an 
aſſiſtance of the ſpirit, as doth exempt him from all Doctrinal 
errors in Religion, its denyed that beleevers are thus privi- 
ledged, the contrary being evident from the caſe of the be- 
leeving Gelatians and Corinthians, who yet were ſmitten with ab- 
ſurd errors. Muſt St. Cyp. St. Aug. &c. Be diſcarded from 
the number of beleevers, becauſe of the errors where with 
theſe bleſſed Souls were tainted ? Ar laſt he would bethink 
himſelf in what category to place erroneous Popes, of whom 
ſome acconnt was given, cap. 2. Sed. 2, It therefore by infal- 
lible beleevers he only mean thoſe who beleeve infallible 
truths, — the Authority of God ſpeaking in the Scriptures, 
I grant there are infallible beleevers in this ſenſe, and propor- 
tionabl' lible Teachers, who teach infallible truths from 
the Scri But hence it doth not follow that there are 
infallible Teachers in the Romiſh ſenſe, having an immunity 
from all Doctrinal errors in Religion, whereof the people 
muſt be aſſured before they give an aſſent of Faith to any Ar- 
ticle of Religion. And the rather ſeeing the Faith of belee- 
vers is not reſolved on the Authority of their Teachers, but 
the Faith both of Teachers, and Hearers on the Authority of 
Ood ſpeaking in the Scriptures, So that this objection at moſt 
proves that there are infallible truths, and an infallible rule and 
ground of Faith, which is freely granted. 

He wrges thirdly, Pag. 171. No other infallible meaus of beleeving 
can be aſſigned, for theſe who under tand not originals, Auſw. What 
if Iſhould remit the Pampbleter to graple with Dr. Tillotſon who 
maintaines that if « man belerve the Chriftian Doctrine, thaugh upon 
weak and competent grounds, yet if be live up in bis pradbice to the 
 Dodirine of Chriſtianity, be may be ſaved, and he brings ſome rea- 
ſons to confirm this aſſertion, in the Preface betore his Ser- 
mons, which I have not as yet heard that his adverſary. 7. F. 
hath diſcuſſed. If that notion of the Doctor ſhould prevatle, 
the 
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the objection of the Pampbleter falls to the ground. But when 
all that is confured, I have this more to fay, vis, that though 
propounders be fallible, and Hearers ignorant of Originak, 
yet the Doctrine it ſelf being atteſted by che mirac 
Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, and Sealed by the death of ſo many 
Martyrs, and having a ſelf evidencing Light in it (ef, of 
which we ſpeake cap. 3. and a Divine efficacy upon rhe heart, 
there is a ſufficient and infallible ground of beleeving Scrip- 
ture Truths. 

He argnes fourthly, ibid. there & ns leſs neceſſity that the Che 
be infalbble in propennding, then the evangelifts in penning, O im- 

dent blaſphemy ! Are Romiſh propounders , Popes and 

iſhops, ated by a prophetical Spirit, no leſs then rhe Pen- 
men of — — Why then are not the definitions of 
theit Church added to the Canon of Scripture ? Popes muſt 
ſpeak with tongues, and work miracles before we beleeve them 
to have prophetical inſpiration. Is not now the Canon of 
Scripture conſigned ? Is there need now [the rule of Faith 
being compleated) of the ſame aſſiſtance which was at che 
compiling of that rule ? 

He argues fiſthly, ibid. That our Saviour owns the 4 
irfalible prepeumnder, granting that the Jew: bad not finmd 
to beleeve in bim, * bi works wonders be bad nat ev 
himſelf to be rhe Sen of God. A Childifh argument! Chriſt in- 
Bos, he owned the neceſſity of an de propounder in 
Ergo, he owned t an | in 
times. I conſidered before that word of Chriſt to the Jews 
Fob. 15. and ſhe chat the moſt which can be concluded 
it, is, that there muſt be an objective evidence of the rule 
— Faith which may be without the propounders infallibl - 

ity. : 

Sixthly, be ſays, ibid. The gift of miracles was given to the 
Apoſtles and left in the Church to ſhew there infallible affiiftence. Anſw. 
there is more here ſaid then proven, that the Apoſtles had the 
gift of miracles is not denyed, but that this gift was to be left 
in the Church, ſo as no Divine truth ſhould be beleeved, no 
Scripture, or ſenſe thereof aſſented to untill the infalliblility 
of the propounder were proven by new miracles, is more then 
can be made good, And if it were ſo, none of the Romiſh 
Miſſionaries ſhould be beleeved, for they work no _— 
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He ſays, if this aſſertian of bis be not admitted, then all ſhould be 
anſwered that be Objeded, Sed. 4. that being, (I hope) ſuf- 
ficiently done, in its proper place, this Objection Evani- 
ſhes. 

His and ei objellion Pag. 173. If all Councils and alf 
the F be —— let Proteſtants bring nothing but Scripture, 
and then all their Volumes of Canroverſy will not come te one I ine. 
Behold the impudency of this Caviller! Is chere not a Line 
of Scripture in all our — — Would Papiſts 
ſtand tq this appeal, that nothing be received as an Article of 
Faith, but what is warranted by Holy Scripture, I hope our 
debates with them ſhould ſoon be near an end. Is not this the 
chief controverſy betwixt them and us, whether the Scri 
ture be the compleat rule of Faith, we aſſerting and they 4 

ing ? But ex ——.—— we ſhew the conſonancy of our 
Nel jon with Fathers and Ancient Councils. 

his ſeven —— for the neceſſity of an infallible 
nder we have the more briefly diſcuſſed, this Queſtion 
ing at length before debated, cap. 2. Thus his firſt propo- 
_ fition falling which is the baſis of the other two, rhe whole 
ſtructure of Faith muſt come no nought. 


SUBSECT, II. 


The Pamphleters ſecond Propoſition , vix , that the true 
Church i the Infalible Propounder , 
Canſidered. 


F there be no neceſſity of ſuch an infallible propounder as 
Romaniſts contend for, as hath been proved, cap. 2. then 
ſecond propoſition, falls with its own weight. Yet what 
Gays, for this alſo ſhall briefly be taken to Conſiderati- 


And firſt he reme/ks Pag. 174. that there be three Foundations 


of Faith, viz, Chrijt, 1 Cor. 3. 11. Secondly the les 
1 Epheſ. 2. 20. Thirdly ibe Church, 1 EDD 
wonder that with Bell. be dath not mention a fourth. The 


blaſphemouſly applying to him that Scripture. Iſa. 28.16, 
If 


hd 
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If any of thoſe places make for his purpoſe, it muſt be the 
third, 1 7imoth, 3. 15. but he ſhould have remembred, that its 
queſtioned, by interpreters whether ic be the Church that is 
there called the Foundation, or if it be not rather that which 
follows, God manifeſted in the Fleſh, and if it be che Chureh, 
whether it be the Catholick Church, or only the 7 
Church of Fpbeſw, where 1 imethy did officiate, and if this lat- 
ter, then ſurely the Foundation cannot be taken in an archi» 
tectonick ſenſe for a ſupporter of Faith, but in a Politique 
{cuſe as a propounder of Faith which makes nothiug to his 
advantage. But of this Text weſpoke at large, cap. 2. Sed. 3. 
Now only I deſire to know how he makes the Apoſtles and 
Prophets a diſtin& Foundation from the Church? For if be 
take them perſonally thei they were principal members of the 
Church. If he call them Foundations in regard of their 
writings then the place holds forth that which Proteſtants 
affirm, viz. The Scripture to be the Foundation or rule of 
Faith. p 

He endeavours to confirm this remarks, Fag. 176. by allcadging 
ſome promiſes of an infallible judge, Iſsi. 2.2, 3. Math, 16. 19. 
Math. 18. 19. Epbeſ. 4.11, But none of theſe promiſe abſo - 
lute intallibility to the Church, Not that ſai. 2. a Cannot 
Chriſt Teach by the Scriptures, by his Spirit, yea, by Paſtors 
alſo, though Paſtors be not in all things infallible ? yet while 
Paſtors adhere to the rule of the word they are de fatlo infal- 
lible, albeir they have not entailed to them a perpetual aſſi- 
ſtance in all things, whereof the Hearers muſt antecedently 
be aſſured before they belceve any thing propounded by them. 
Nor that M«th. 16. 19. Indeed the rock Chriſt on which the 
Church is built is infallible, but not the Church. The not 
prevailing of the gates of Hell againſt her, prove no more her 
infallibiliry then her impeccability. It only holds out Satan 
ſhall not be able utterly to extinguiſh a Church. Nor yet 
Math. 18. 19. I ſuppoſe all the Logick of Itah will not prove 
that Chriſt en'oyned us to hear the Pope if he defined vertue 
to be vice, as Bell. would have us (ib. 4. de Pentif. cap. 8. only 
the Church is to be heard, when ſhe adheres to the rule of the 
word, of theſe two places ſee more, cap. 2. Sci. 3. Nor laſtly 
that Epbeſ. 4. 11. which only holds forth Paſtors and Teachers 
to be ſtanding office beatrets, for the edification of the Church, 
but not their infallibility. His 
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His ſecond Argument, Pag. 177. is the unanimous conſent 
of the Fathers, which be 295 be beld forth in bis So. 3. but I 
when he conſiders what I have replyed cap. 2. and cop. 7. 
he will be ſenſible of his miſtake. He is as unhappy in bis Gite- 
jon af ſome Proteſtant Authors, whom he pretends to have acknow- 
ed the Ghurch to be. an infallible propounder of Divine truths, 
ſuch # Whittaker, — Hookgr, Covell, &c. He might 
bave underſtood the falſhood and imperti of ſuch al- 
leadgances from them, who conſuted Mr. Knot, Mr. Breerly,&c. 
from whom he filched theſe ſhreds. Does any of theſe Authors 
acknowledge the infallibility of any tative Church in 
all points of Faith, far leſs of the preſent Roman Church? 
Verily none. The impudency of Romiſh writers in ſuch 
Citations may be ſeen by the firſt Author on whom he pitches, 
Viz. — Whittaker, not to waſt time needleſly on the reſt. 
Who hath been at more pains then Whittaker to prove that the 
Church may erre, Controv. 2. q. 4. that Councils may erre, Controv. 3. 
4.6. that the Pope may erre, Cont. 4. g. 6. And how copiouſly 
has he aſſerted againſt Stapleton, the Authority of the Scrip- 
tures as independent from the Churches teſtimony ? In what 
ſenſe, ſuch ſayings of Proteſtants, as here are gathered up 
from Breerly, are to be underſtood, Chillingwerth Part. 1. cap. 2. 
from Sed. 3. to Sed. 35. expounds, viz, that the Churches 
teſtimony is a motive to induce us to believe the Scriptures, 
and that by the Church they underſtand not ſo much the pre- 
ſent Church, far leſs the preſent. Roman Church, as the teſti- 
mony of the Ancient and primitive Church. Let quibling 
Miſſionaries know, that broken ſhreads from private Authors 
have little weight with thoſe that are judicious. Such is that 
expreſſion of Dr. Feild, with which ſo much noiſe is made, in 
bis Epift Dedic. concerning the Church, which, as Chillingworth, 
Part. 1. cap. 2. Sed. $6. ſhews, did unadviſedly drop from the 
Doctor, as its uſual with Authors to Hyperbolize in their 
refaces for magnifying the Subject whereof they Write. 
et if the Doctots ex on be underſtood of the Church 
truly Catholick, as well in regard of time, as of place, his 
words may ſuffer a good ſenſe, and nothing to the advantage 
of the Romiſh intereſt. 
He argues thirdly, Pag. 179. The true Church i the School of 
Infallible and Divine truths, Ergo, ſhe mut bave infallible Maters, 
u 


and 
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and prope Anſw. 1. If by the antecedent he mean, that 
nothing is it any time taught in the true Chinrch but infallible 
and Divine , its manifeſtly falſe, The Churches of Ce- 
rinth and Gelatia were true Churches, in which groſs errours 
were Taught ; ar leaft, if that were true, the Church of Rn 
can be no true Church wherein ſo many abſurd errours are 
Taught, Anſw. 2. the ſequel is alfo falſe, infallible trutha 
may he Taught hie & mme, by Maſters that are fallible. None 
of our Romiſh Miſſionaries pretend to infambihty, eicher 
then, they teach no infathble Truth, or this ſequel muſt be 
falſe. Bur, faith he, « Learned writer ſaith, 4 fallible Church is 
an holy Cheat, Anſw. that Author had ſhewed more ſolid Lear- 
ing, had he appiyen this Character to the Popes infallible 
Chair, and to Nomiſk infaltible vifible judge. If ir be 
asked whether a falhble Church can be gronnd of infallible 
Faich ? Anſwer, No fitrely, not wil! the imagination of infal- 
—— found a traly Divine and infallible Faith. But the 
infallible rule of Scripture, can be a ground of infallible 
Faith, and thereon the Faith of Proteſtants doch reft. 

Peg. 180. 18 . he ſhurs up theſe his ſophiſtical a 
for his feeond propofrtion, with a ſtenical diſcourſe, by which 
he labours to hd out, that Proteſtants according to their 
principles could never convince an Heathen of rhe rruch of 
Chriſtian Religion, He brings in the Proteſtant producing bis 
Bible written, 1700, years ago in which there be many contr 
but no infallible witneſs at preſent to teftify ibat rhe Bible we wrinen 
«dger that if the Infidel would turn Proteſtant be would ſer a 
evidencing Light in Scripture, bur if prejudice and intereſt 
hot blinded this Pempbleters eyes, he would have found that a 
Proteſtant could deal with a Heathen upon more ſolid ground, 
then a Papiſt, for a Papift cannot produce a Bible for his Re- 
hgion, ſo many Articles thereof having no veſtige there, ſuch 
a3 the adoration of Images, invocation of Saints, worſhipping 
of Croſſes, and Reliques, and the monſtruous figment of 
Tranſubſtantiation, their unbloody Sacrifice of Maſs, 
Dodrine of merits, the Popes univerſal Supremacy, &. When 
the Infidel therefore demands a reaſon upon which 2 ö 


ſhould believed, the Papift would reply, had an infalli 
— — 1 


inquired, whom he meant by that 
| infallible 
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infallible judge, and what evidences he had for his infallibility 
he neither can reſolve he is, it n being determi 
— — Pope or Council, nor give evidence 2 his infallibi- 


1 that he muſt be e de e b 
Prot have t 


ith it, which if it do got expoſe 
riſtian Church had, in confir- 


nds bv — — Thy 
ſame grounds that ever the 
mation of the Articles of the Chriſtian Religion, and of the 
holy Scripcures, which doth fully contain vig, innu- 
merable miracles wroughe by Chriſt, and his — which 
have been atteſted both by Chriſtians and Infidels, as aiſo that 
theſe Books have been written by —— — hach 
ed by Famous perſons, 
ages, and ſealed by the dea — — 

appears by com- 
paring — ome Ancient Copies, by Citations in the 

ritings of Ancient Fathers, what do ſeem to 
be in Scripture, are but apparent. Let all Religions be com- 
parents together, there is none whole precepts are ſo Holy, no 

eligion which can ſatisſſe a troubled conſcience, ſo as the 
Chriftian Religion. oh — be ſublime myſteries, 
Yet all are * fitted ung about the Salvation 
of ſinners, by theſe and ſuch — ments, a Proteſtant 
could ſo deal With the conſcience of any Infidel, that he could 
— rational] Liar , and all this L baving 

the infall Pope or Caunsili. — a 

the Divine — of © $ riptures bein 
from ha matives of 
be coovinced of the material oe of Faich ley ke 2 the 
Scriptures. 
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third Propoſition ; viz, that the Roman 
cb. @ the, nh tree Catholic Charch , 
car, 


The Pain 


t 
igion i 


T remains now that we conſider what he has to fa ar 
Church achrew edging the beadfip and ſupremacy of the Pope of 
1 u 0 
— 24 o verify this hereſumen 
notes of the Church, vis. 
2 one and Third, 
L T t.w o- 
=: mag . — = * 
te ſtan t conſtraim me to 
—— review of t 
ARTI 0 L B. I. 
Of liracles. 
Bell. lib, de not Ecchfie, cap, 14. fo alſo this 
- from Pag. 197, mpg bong wb + 
ODOT the like * — 7 — 
Breerly, vers. 
Y 4. H. T's Ar 4 2 he not from 
all, or hem all the Romi iſh be able to pitch 
one true Miracle, to prove, that the preſent Romiſh 
is the true Catholick Church, or Dag — 
s the only true Cheiſtian F Religion, t were 
for their cauſe ro one true 
; if they could, , — p up ſuch 
which are cither fabulous and falla- 


racles, I will ſubioyn ſome — Ae ENG 
of the Reader, as to this thing. ; 
e 
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It may therefore in the firſt place be talen hee off, that 
great Authors of the Romiſh perſwaſion atiirm, 1hat real and 
Miracles may be wrought by Hereticks to confirm Hereſies, ſo 
Maidonat in cap. 7. Math. Who cites for the ſame opinion of 
the Fathers, St. Chryſoft. St. Hierom, Embym. and Theopbilas, and 
therefore he concludes the argument from Miracles to be but 
topical, To the like purpoſe many more Authors of the 
Romiſh Communion are cited by Dr. Barron, Apadex. Catbol. 
tral. 4. Pundit. 7. as Gerſou, Durand, Stapletan and Ferw, to whom 
Card. de Lugo, tral. de. fid. diſp. 2. Sefi. 1. Num. 15. and 19. 
addes Hurtado, Baumer, and Medina, to whom alſo V aleatis and 
Oviedo are adjoyned by Boneſpei, tom. 2. theol, ſcholajt trad. 2. 
de fide diſp. 2. dub. 2. It this opinion hold, Miracles cannot be 
2- demoaſtrative evidence of the truth, either of Church or 
Religion. I am not to own Moeldenats opinion, leſt I ſhould 
ſeem to derogate from the glorious Miracles of our Saviour, 
or to charge the God of truth as ſetting his Seal to a lye. Bur 
I — „ affirm, that Popiſh Cavils againſt the ſelf evi- 
dencing Light of Holy Scripture, milicateas ſtrongly againſt 
the felt evidence of Miracles, As Jeſuits ask how we know 
Scriptures to be the word of God. So we may juſtly enquire 
how they know theſe things which are attributed to Fraxcis 
Dominick, Xavier, &c. To be proper Miracles? As there arc 
A phal Goſpels under the names of St. Ibm and Nice- 
dam, ſo there have been falſe Miracles wrought by Satan and 
his Miniſters. Doth not the Apoſtle ſay, 2 Thef. 2. 9. that 
Amichrift ſhall came with hing — 4 24 4 Coils, 
hb. 2. ds Chrifie revelato, cap. G. (as I find him cited by Rivet on 
Exod. 7, Pag. 178. for I have not that peece of « coſts by me) 
confeſſes that it thall be in the time of the Antichriſt, mg 
— rariq; Divini muxeris, a rare gift of God to diſtinguiſh 
ixta true Miracle and a wonder wrought by an Impoſter. 

Yea Bell. affirms lib. de notis Ecclefie cap. 14. that there cas be no 
infallible certainty whether ſuch a tbing be a.true Miracle, or an illu - 
fonof the Devil, ante approbetionem Ecclefie, before the appro- 
tion of the Church. Behold then how theſe Romiſh im- 
ſtors run ina circle, proving the truth of. their Church by 
iracles, and the truth of Miracles by the teſtimony of their 
Church. One of the two they muſt acknowledge, either that 
Scripture hath a ſelf evidencing Light, which will ruin my 
whole 


$34 Of Miraclet. 
whole intereſt, or that Miracles cary not with them a ſelf 
evidence, and conſequently are impertinently brought as the 
\  ficlt and moſt evident note of the true Church. I leave it to 
the deliberation of our adverſaries which of the two they will 
chuſe. ä 
In the ſecond place, it would be conſidered, that there were 
indeed glorious miracles wrought by Chriſt and bis Apoſt 
— — 
imitive ch alſo, yet a are mently 
fo Authors & to this preſem Debate. For certainly — 2 
real Miracles done by Chriſt or his Apoſtles, or afterwards in 
the days of renews, Fuftin Martyr, Cyprian, Gregory, Theumoney, 
were wrought to prove that the Roman Church in theſe 
days is the only Catholick Church, or that the preſent Syſtem 
of Romiſh Faith, as defined in the Council of Treat, or > 
ſed in Pope Plus the Fourth bis Creed, is the only true Chriſtian 


Faith. Have I not ſhewed as now it „ Was not 
known in theſe days? Theſe Miracles prove the Truth of the 
— — in thoſe days, I have ſhewed to dif- 
fer in Eſſentials from che Iren Religion, but to agree with the 
reformed Refi h 


How mi y the Pamphſerer comes off as to Miracles in 
ancient times, may be — any that takes notice of u 
biertions, pag. 187. 138, His firſt citation from e 
J. 28. is out of a Book acknowledged to be fpurions by 

own Authors, Bell. Poſſevin, Sixtus Senenſis, and Ania, yen, 
nor was it written within the firſt three Centuries, as is evidted 
by learned Criticks. And beſides the Author of theſe queſtions 
mentions not a Miracle wronght for any Popiſh Tenet, far iefs 
for the complex of all. Only that at the Sepulchres of Mar- 
tyres, Miracles were done to confirm the rruth of the Chriſtian 
— — — of Reliques. on of Irengns op cap 
38. on rueſes wrought by living Saints, for epn- 
verſion of Infidels. Mhat is that to the Romiſh meereſt ? 4s 
for the Miracles of Greg. of aree, commonly called I be 
maturꝑus, there is no mention of for a hundred years after 
his time, until Greg. Nyſſer. If they were all rea),is it not franye 
that Euſebius, who uſe; to be very punctual in theſe things, 


. 
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things therein,as that the Virgin Mary and Fobn came down from 
Heaven to teach him his Creed, which Dr. Beard, retralb. cap. 1 2. 
compares to the Poetical Fiction of Apollo, teaching Eſcula tus 
the Rules of Phyſick, and to the Rabinick Fable of the Angel 
Fanballers, ——— School-maſter, and en hi is 
ed by his Brother Bf as a ſimple and credulous man. But 
what ? Did Greg, — work = Miracle to prove the 
whole Syſtem of the preſent Romiſh Religion to be true? No 
fuch thing can be alleadged, only in ſome of his Miracles he is 
to have uſed the Sign of the Croſs. What then? Do not 
nts —_— ( Hoſpinian lib. 2. de templis cap. ac. ) ac- 
knowledge the ſign of the Croſs, as uſed by Ancients to teitifie 
that they were not aſhamed of a Crucified Saviour to have been 
lawfa}, though now it be ſuperſtitiouſiy abuſed, Romaniſts 
now give Religious adoration, yea, that of Latris, to Croſſes, 
But no ancient Author teſtifies that ever Greg, Thamm g did 
fo. What is cited from 5. Serm. de lapſu, as relating Mi- 
racles to prove the Corporal preſence of Chriſt, the Accidents of 
Bread and Wine, is a Jeſuitical falfhood 3 rheſe Miracles did 
prove dhe Divine Inſtitution of the Sacrament of the Supper, 
the myſtery of the Incarnation, and the reality of Chriſts hu 
man Nature, repreſented by the Sacramental Symbols, but no 
more of the of Tranſubſtant iation, then of Mabrmers 
Alcoran. Theſe are all the cirarions he has for rhe firſt chree 
Ages of Chriſtianity, if there be one Miracle here to the 
preſent Trem Religion to the only true Chriſtian Faith, let 
who are not willing to be deceived, judge 


like im may be diſe in the next three 
ſucceeding Ages, for the whole Story of the Invention of the Croſs 
by Helena the ; and Mother of Conſtantine, and the Miracle 


reported by Ruffin end Nicephorus to be at that time, ap- 
: x fabulous. Is it probable that who wrote 

= Books of the life of Conftemtine, would have omitted it. 
"Dellexs is large in confuring it, . 5. 45 Cult Relig. c. 1. 
But ſuppoſe it were true, was that wrought to con- 
firm any point of Popery, far leis all? No verily, the only de- 
fign of it, if real, was to ſhow that Jeſus, who was Crucified on 
that Tree, was the Saviour of the World. Helens and the Chri- 
uns of thoſe days, had not learnt to adore the Croſs. Hence 


S. Ambroſe de Obinem Theodofri, ſays, Regen ad avi non gan, 
c 
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ſhe adored Chriſt, but not the Tree. That of Ebnit, Heref, 
30. fooks alſo to bolabulous, and that you think not * 
of this, Epipbanint credulity is cenſured by Melchior Canus 

2. cap. 5. pag. 477. and in many places by Berronius, as River. 
hath obſerved in Crit. Sec. lib. 3. 2 — — = real that 
Kpipbanius there reports, yet t ign of that Miracle was 
not to confirm any point of Popery, far leſs all, but only the 
Chriſtian Religion. Its true Epipbanius reports that Jojepbus 
who formerly had been a Jew, made uſe of water in worki 
that Miracle, but not any of the four kinds of Popiſh Holy- 
Water mentioned by Durand in ratienali lib. 4. cap.4, and though 
he uſed the ſign of the Croſs, yet he was far from the adorati- 
on of the Croſs. That from Nezianzen Orat. 11. of «Virgins 
Invocating the Virgin Mary to defeat Cyprians Enchantments, is ac- 
knowledged by Barrenius himſelf to — a Fable, ad annum 250, 
Pontins a Deacon under Cyprian, who wrote his life, knew no 
ſuch thing. Aufl in indeed relates many Miracles lib. 22. de Civ, 
cap. 8, But not to prove that this preſent Church of Rome is 
the Catholick Church, or the preſent Syſtem of Romiſh Faith 
the true Chriſtian Faith, the moſt is, that at the Sepulghre of 
S. Stepben, and other Saints Miracles were wrought, but not in 
Veneration of his, or other Reliques. The Dialogues attributed 
to Greg. are concluded upon , important Reaſons ſpurious by 
Cocus, yea, by Melchior Canus, lib. 11. cap. 5. faith is ogy 
both from the relations in theſe Dialogues, and Beeds Hiſt. — 
Anglic. and how little faith is to be given to Greg. Turonenſu, 
may be learned from Barromus, Tom. 2. ad An. 109. where he 
calls him a ſimple man, relating many things otherwiſe then 
they were, ſo that in theſe other three Centuries I can ſee 
nothing ſave only that Miracles were wrought at the Memo- 
ries of Martyrs, and perhaps divers of theſe relations alſo were 
fabulous, but what is this to the Body of Popiſh Errors and 
Su itions, 

No better are the Pamphleters inſinuations, pag. 192. of thee 
Miracles wrought by our Scettiſh Saints, Saint Mungo, and Saint 
Fiaker, adding, Thet 4 Miracle makes the Arms of one of our Cities, 
I ſuppoſe he means Glaſgow, which hath in her Coat of Armes 
a Fiſh with a Ring in its Mouth, but of St. Mungees Miracles, 
hear Biſhop Spetſweed, Hiſt. pag. 1 1. of which ye may judge of 
the reſt. Many lying Miracles (faith he) bave been aſcribed to * 

ut 
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Int Certainly be was men of rare Piety, and to bave been made 
4 Subjed of Truth to Poſterity, wot of Fables and Frilions, as the Le- 
gends of Men bave made bim. As for that ſuppoſed Miracle to 
which the Arms of Glaſgow ſeem to allude, it was nt wrought 
to confirm any point of Religion „far leſs of Popery, but to 
vindicate the Chaſtity ot a Lady, who was unjuſtly jealouſed by 
her Husband , as Biſhop Spotwocd gives an account, pag. 112. 
But if Popiſh Miſſiogaries muſter up Legends to à credulous 
ple, they ſtand We whether they be to purpole or not: 
he real ancient Miracles then are altogether impertinently 
1 by the Pampleter, 

I add thirdly , that the Legendary Paltry of Ramiſh Miracles of lat- 
ter times, is generally ſpurious : They might be reduced to theſe 
Heads; viz. Either 1. Meer Forgeries; or 2. Cunning Strata- 
gems of ſubtil perſons; or 3. Magical Impoſtures; or 4. They 
are manifeſtly ludibrious; who pleaſe may find this largely 
proved by Gerard, loc. de Eccleſ. cap. 10. Sed. 11 $. 284. How 
oft have the Cheats of Romaniſts, as to theſe things, been diſ- 
covered ? What ſhould I ſpeak of the Dominicans at Bern , who 
taught an Image to weep, (mile, and walk, Fm 1509, See La- 
rat. de ſpefiris, Part. 1. cap, 7. and Heſpin. de Menach. lit. G. cap. 
14. fol. 222. or of the Franciſcam at Orleans, who coynterteit- 
ed the apparition of a Spirit revealing ſuch a Matron to be 
condemned to Hell, becauſe the Husband had not been more 
benefical to their Order at her Funerals. See Sleidan lib. 9. An- 
no 15 34. and Laver, ibid. cap. 8. or of Mery of Lizhon, much te- 
nowned for Miracles, who predicted a Triumphant Victory to 
the Spaniſh Armaedo, Anno 15,88. yet that year ſhe was detect- 
ed to ga Cheat. Or of that egregious Impoſtor Joannes d Vin” 
cemtia, a Franciſcen likewiſe , who cured all manner of diſeaſes, 
expelled Devils, and pretended to raiſe ejgateen frum the 
Dead, yet was found allo to be an Impoſtor, as Crakenth: op re- 
lates out of Vigner, but not till be had drawn to the Monaſte- 
ry a vaſt Revenue. Who hath not heard cf Magdalene de Cruce, 
Nun of Cerduba, held for a Saint and Propheteſſe, and worker 
of Miracles, yet in the end was diſcovered to be a Sorcereis,and 
one who had converſed familiarly withthe Devil? Lavat. Ib. cir. 
c. 9. reports, that a Jeſuit at Auguſa in Germany, Anno 1564, coun- 
terfeited himſelf to be a Devil, to affright ſome that had nor a 
kindneſs fortheOrder,and that a daringFellow ftubbed that Hob- 
goblin Jeluic co Death. Doth not Eraſmus tell how a prieſt filled 
X x a 
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a Church-yard in the night time with living Crabs, and burn- 
ing Tapers, to make che people apprehead it was departed 
Souls, calling for che ſutfrages of the Living for their Iibera- 
tion out of Purgatory ? Who knows not how Pope Boniface 8. 
got the Papacy by a counterfeit Miracle, as it by the voice of 
an Angel Pope Celeſtine his Predeceſſor had been adviſed to lay 
down the Papacy : Celejtine cede, fi ſalvus eſſe cupis ? 
Such are chele inſtances of latter ti cited by the Pam 
phleter , peg. 188, 189. as may appear W this enſuing touch 
ofthem, That bleeding of the Crucifix tabbed by the Fews at Be- 
ritum , is proved to be fabulous, by Heſpin. Ib. 2. de Templis, 
cap. 10. and Cocus in cenſur. vet. pag. 93. 94. 95, Such another 
Fable is that of the ſecond Council. of Nice, of the cjaclion of Devils, 
aud bealing of diſeaſes by the Image of Anaſtaſius. That ſecond 
Council of Nice was moſt impudent in alledging impoſtorous 
Legends, as Crakenthorp has largely demonſtrated, Defenſ. Eccleſ, 
Anglic, cap, 65, Yea, hebriags ia Eſpeneus, conteſſing they did 
ſhameleſly abuſe demomnum ſpetiris & muliobribus ſomniu, diabolick 
ſpecters and dreams of the weaker Sex, to ſupport their Image- 
worſhip. That of Pope Leo the Third, as if bis tongue and eyes 2 
been pulled out, end both miraculouſly reſtored , appears to be a For- 
gery. Eor Plating in vita Leon, 3. ſays only, in ccul & lingua 
captus putaretur. Nauclerus, as cited by Hottinger, &. 8. Sed. 5, 
pag. 560. lays the whole ſtreſs of the Report ot that Miracle 
on the affirmation of Aneftaſins the Popes Bibliothecary , a man 
not worthy of much credit, being convicted of many contra- 
dictions by Barrenius , as is obſerved by Marefius de Joanna Fa- 
piſſa, pag. 31. 32. and eſpecially ready to prevaricace tor Popes, 
Sethus Calviſius Anno 799. faith, he only loſt one of his eyes. O- 
fiander ſeems to ſet down the real truth, Cent. 8. pag. 129. Vt 
parum abſuerit quin eculss amitteret he had almoſt loſt his eyes. 
It ſeems Leo was ſo beaten, that for a time he loſt the uſe of 
eyes and tongue; and thereupon ſome Flatterers rumoured, 
that a Miracle was wrought to recover the Pope. But grant 
that all were true , what point of Religion was confirmed by 
that Miracle, that tumult was raiſed againſt him not by Pa- 
pans „as this Pamphlerer alledges , but by the Friends of the 
aſt Pope, not for any point of Religion, but becauſe he was 
betraying the Roman Liberties to Charles the great? and does 
God work Miracles to confirm ſeditious practices? or muſt the 
Prodigies 
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Prodigies of ſeditious perſons be held for Miracles to confirm 
the Popiſh Religion? If famous Miracles were wrought by thoſe 
three P«pes, Stephanus the Fifth, Paſchahis the Firſt, and Formoſus, 
as this Pamphleter affirms, how was Platine ſo deficient, as to 
mention none of them? Nay of Formoſws he faith , he came to 
the Papacy, /argitione potius quam virtute, rather by Simony than 
Vertue , yea aud by Perjury allo, if he wrought Miracles: I 
am ſure Pope Stepbanw the Sixth had little regard to them, 
when he raiſed his Corps , and degraded him after his death, 
and cut off the Fingers he uſed in Ordinations ; and Sergis the 
Third proceeds yet turther , and not only raiſes his Corps a- 
un, but throws it into Tiber. I confeſs Plating in vita Serg. 3. 
ith, there was a rumour, that the Fiſhers finding his Body, 
brought it to Peter's Church, and buried it, which as they were 
doing, the [mages in Peter's Church did obeyſance to the dead 
Body of Formoſw ; but Platine himſelf queſtions the truth of 
ic. If there were a reality therein, how was not Pope Sergiu 
the Third ſtricken with remorſe for the injury done to Formo« 
ſw , the Images of S. Peter's Church giving ſuch a ſignal teſti- 
mony againſt him? As for 5, Dunſtan, Thom. Fuller in his Ch. 
Hiſt, cent. 10, lib. 2. pag. 128, Sed. 12, 13. tells, that he was 
baniſhed the Court of England as a Magician. The Reader may 
judge of the reſt of his Miracles, by that Romance of his hold- 
ing the Devil by the Noſe with a pair of Fiery Pincers ; but 
the Legerdemain trick which he was ſaid to uſe againſt the poor 
Secular Prieſts at Calne in Wiltſhire, was moſt pernicious , they 
being at a great Debate with the Monks whom Dunftan owned 
againſt the Seculars , it's reported he had ſo ordered, that the 
Timber fhould fall on the Seculars, and deftroy them, to ter- 
minate the Debate. If theſe be the Romith Miracles, the good 
Lord preſerve us from them: The ſtory of that Magician 
Saint is largely related by Fuller. It ſeems they muſt be ſearce 
of Real Miracles , when among the Workers of them they 
reckon Greg.7. ſeditious Hildebrand, whom Cardinal Benno holds 
for a Magician; did it not ſavour more of Magick, than of A- 
poſtolick Miracles , to ſhake fire out of his Gown-ſleeves. A 
world of noiſe is made concerning the Miracles of Malachy, 
whom they call the Apoſtle of Ireland , whoſe life is ſaid to be wris- 
ten by Bernard. It's not without cauſe that D. Morton's Appeal, 
lb. 3. cap. 18. doubts whether theſe things were really done by 
X 2 : Malachis, 
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Malaechias, or recorded by Bernard; ſometimes the Writer of 
theſe Miracles com him to Ellas, too high an Elogy, 
doubrleſs: at other times, he attributes to him ludibrious Mira- 
cles, as eperum Bernardi col, 1942. edit. Pariſ. 1615. that he 
turned equion runcimon & ſubuigrum, a ruſty brown jade, in pre» 
tioſum & album paleſrid um, into a choiſe white Paltrey ; neither 
is there more credit to be given to the pretended Miracles of 
Bernard reported in his life ; for Bernard himſelf conteſſes in 
Serm. de Benedid. col. 121, that he wrought no Miracle. And 
among the miracles aſcribed to him in his life, ſome are really 
ludibrious 3 as col. 1981. that he killed Fleas by Excommunt- 
cation; and that oy ping a piece of the Lords Prayer, ho 
made a Horſe that had broke his Bridle, and run away into-a 
Meadow, return of his own accord; that he had driven away. 
the Devil from a Woman whom the Devil had carnally uſed 
many years , by _ his Staff by her in the night; that he 
excommunicated il, and thereby difabled him from 
medling in this ſort any more with Women. 

It's tedious to me to tranſcribe the impoſterous Cheats of 
S. Francis , S. Dominick,, Katherine of Siena, &c. the Cheats of 
theſe diſſembliug Hypocrites having been ſo often laid open 
to the World. Concerning Dominick, I remit the Reader to 
Hoſpin lib. 6. de Monachis cap. 7. fol. 199. Concerning Francis to 
the ſame Author, ibid. cep. 13. fol. 214. Concerning Katherine 
of Siena, to him likewiſe, cap. 41. fol. 258. Is it not ludibrious 
to hear, that Chriſt Jeſus in the preſence of the Virgin Man, 
Jobn and Paul the Apoſtles , at the requeſt of the Bleiſed Vir- 

in , ſhould have Katherine of Siena to himſelf by a 
Ring „David with his Harp making Muſick to the Solemnity ? 
What Chriſtian ears can endure ſuch impious Fables? This 
Pamphleter here cannot omit the miraculow tranſlation of the Vir- 

in Mary's Houſe to Loretto. I doubt if there be any more ri» 
Niculous Fiction either in Ovid's Metamorphoſis , or in Æſeps Fa- 
bles. It would be perhaps a divertiſement to the Reader to 
hear the Narration but ſceing theſe Papers are ſwelling to a 
nimious bigneſs , I muſt remit the Reader to Heſpin de Templi, 
pag. 394. Excellently doth Crakentborp deſenſ. Excleſ. Anglic. 
cap. 66. Fed. 14. compare it to that Mahumetan Romance, that 
when the Temple of Mecchs (where Mabemet Tomb is) was to 
be built, all the adjacent Hills did bring ſtones thither of their 
own accord. Amon? 
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Among all theſe Legends of Fictitious Miracles, ſhall Je- 
ſuits have no ſhare? It had not been for the Honour of the So- 
ciery , that the Pamphleter had forgotten Ignatius Loyole, and 
Xavier , Alpbonſus de Vargas de firazagem. Feſuit, c. 2, 3. gives. 
them this teſtimony , that never a Generation among Mortals 
was more impudent in obtruding impoſterous lyes on the 
world than Teſuits , which the Author confirms by remarkable 
inſtances 3 nay , ſo ingenious are they in ſuch devices , they 
could hold the world in hand with a-miraculous impreſs of 
Garnet's Image upon a Straw at his execution. But not to di- 
gre(s from Lola and Xavier, I cannot deny that Maffeiws and Ri- 
bad. neira leſuits, report ſtrange Miracles of Ignatius Loyole , as 
that be would hang in the Air with a wondrous ſplendour , that be did 
with cer ral eyes bebold Chriſt in the Sacrament , yea, and the Trinity ; 
that Chriſt and the Virgin Mary often appeared to bim; that'be wou/d 
beat the Devil with « Rod, and conjure bim with a Leiter; that be 
w:illd bebold the Souls of dying — to Heaven , that be 
bath belped Wemen in bard labour, and thoſe bat have been ſmitten 
with the Peſtilence , and other grievous diſeaſes; a5 if /gnatizs were 
to make a Monopoly of the imployment of other petty Saints, 
ſuch as Saint Roch, who did Patronize them who had the 
Plague 3 Saint Coſmas and Damian, the Patron of Phyſitians, 
or. yea and of Saint Lucina alſo , who among Romaniſts ſuc- 
ceeded the Heatheniſh June, for helping Women in Labour. 
Perhaps alſo he may intrude upon Saint Apolineris work for 
curing the French ox. Bur among the many Cures he is ſaid to 
have wrought, I never heard that he could curetimſclf of his. 
lameneſs ; however, it cannot be denied, but great things are 
aſcribed to him; but the miſery is, theſe Miracles, as Hoſpin. 
obſerves, Hiſt. Jeſuit. lib. 1. cap. 1. pag. 6. Vave the atteſtation 
of no cye-witneſs; therefore Meffeius alledges no Author ; 
Ribadeneirs faith, he had them from Wilbelmas Canſalvus, ahother 
jeſuit, to whom he affirmed 7gnatius had revealed them; and 
cannot Quakers give as good Credentials as theſe for their Re- 
velations and Viſions ? Hereupon, running over Maffrius de vita 
Ignatii , I found that he did not ſo much as pretend, that there 
were any Spectators of many of the wondrous things attribu- 
ted to /gnatius, And though of others he would infinuate there 
had been witneſſes , yet he relates the matter with ſuch palpa- 
ble Sophiſtry, that he gives no more ſatis faction to the judici- 
ous, 
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ous , than if he had hinted at none: As for inſtance, lib. 1. 
cap. 7. it's faid , that ſome bebeld Ignatius in prayer elevated about 
four Cubits from the ground ,, and bis face lie another Moſes ſhining, 
But who theſe ſome were is not told · Again, lib. 3. cap. 14. it; 
ſaid Ignitius raiſed from death to life « man who bad banged bimſelf, 
yet (ſo ſhorr-llved was the Jeſuits Miracle, that) be lived ns lan- 
ger than be confeſſed his ſins to @ Prieſt. To atteſt this, ſaith Mef- 
feius , ſuperſunt bodie qui meminerunt, à quibus ego id ipſum Sermons 
diligenter queſwi ; i. e. there be perſons yet alive who remember 
this, of whom I bave diligently enquired the ſame. But he 
not only forgets to tell who the perſons were , but alſo whar 
Anſwer was given to him by thoſe of whom he enquired con- 
cerning this thing, Not to ſpeak that there is no Evidence 

iven that the man was thoroughly dead, whereof one may 
zuſtly doubt, /gnetizs coming ſo timely as to cut with his own 
hand, pendentem ex infelici ligillo reſtim; yea, ſome of the Won- 
ders attributed to him, are manifeſtly ludibrious ; as I, 3. 
cap. 8. that Ignatius was taught by « Miracle to play dexterouſly at the 
Bouliards. And lib. 3. cap. 2. be bad tears at command ; a Mi- 
racle that I have oft heard cunning Whores, and many other 
pretended Hypocrites, to be gifted with. Of Jeſuit Xaviers 
Miracles alſo in the Indies much talk hath been; but many 
rhings likewiſe de credit from them, in Hiſt. Jeſuit. 
lib. 2, cap. 3. fol. 1 38. judges it incredible, that Xavier ſhould 
have wrought Apoſtolick-like Miracles, ſeeing he mentions 
none of them in his own Epiſtles ; and the rather, he writing 
of ſome Myſteries of Nature , which he obſerved there, as of 
an high Goat giving ſuck ta a Kid. Yea, though Maffejus the 
Jeſuir talk much of Xaviers Miracles, yet lib. 14. Hiſl. Ind. pag. 
625. faith, Bud tamen ut fareretur ipſe , quanquem 2 — 
bomimum prece fatigatus adduci non potuit; i. e. that he could never 
be induced, though much importuned by many, to confeſs that 
he wrought any Mirarle, Do Jeſuits uſe to be guilty of ſuch 
ſelf-denial, or modeſty , when the honour of their Church and 
Society is concerned? Had Xe ri ſo much need of any Mi- 
racle among the Indies, as of the Gift of Tongues, yet that 
he wanted, as Hoſpin lib. cit. fel. 139. brings him in, confeſſing 
in one of his Epiſtles , and rendring this as the reaſun why he 
and his Followers were not able to convert the Indians : Foſe- 
phus 4 Cefiro, a Jeſuit who lived long in the Weſt- Indies, lib. 4. de 
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proc. Ind. Sal. cap. 4. makes this ingenuous confeſſion, Signs 
certe non edimus , lurely we work no Miracles. Is it then pro- 
bable chat the Eeft-Indien Jeſuits wrought ſo many; yea, 4 Co- 
ſta lib, 2. cap. 9. diſputes the queſtion in general, why Miracles 
are not wroug bt now fer the Converſion of the Nations, & of old by the 
Apoſtles; and determines , qued'priſcis temporibus omninos neceſſaria 
fucrint , noſtris non item, that Miracles were neceſſary in ancient 
times, but not now; yea, he brings Chryſoft. ſay ing, utilius eſſe 
ſigni nunc carere , that it is more profitable now to want Mi- 
racles. 

Lill not blot Paper with the detage of Lipſius about the Mi- 
racles wrought by the Images of the Virgin at Hales and Sichem ; 
undoubtedly they were either dreams of his old age, or cun- 
ning Impoſtures of Devils, or of ſubtil men. If God had 
wrought ſo many Miracles, as he relates, to confirm Image- 
worſhip, is it like that he would have wroughtnone in the 
firſt three Ages of Chriſtianity ? or if then he did work Mira- 
clesto prove Image-worthip , would not the Fathers have had 
as much faithfulneſs and zeal as Lipfus, to have tranſmitted 
them to Poſterity ? I'deny not to Lipfins his skill in Grammar; 
but of his Fiety. or skill in Divinity, I have not read much. I 
muſt remember this Pamphleter to give a more perfe& account 
in the next, of his Pelonien Miracle ; by which, he faith, one was 
raiſed to life after be had been ſeven years dead, and brought before 
the King te witneſs that be bad ſold 2 4 piece of Land to the Church. 
But he hath forgotten to tell us the Hiſtorian who did relate it, 
or by whom the Miracle was wrought , or who the Man was 
that was raiſed. Did he not conſider there might be a doubt 
raiſed, whether that Specter were a Meridianus Pemon , a Noon- 
tide Devil, in humane ſhape ? He will adviſe in his next ad 
this. It the man were raiſed to verifie a Vendition of Land, 
what is that to the preſent Controverſie of Religion? only he 
atteſted, that the Land was fold to the Ctwreh. All that I tan 
conclude from this is , that the pretended Miracles of Monks 
and Fryars are done upon a lucrative account. I look on this 
Romance like the fictitious Miracles of the Polonien Saim Hia- 
cimb , at whoſe Tomb a Maid having made ſu pplication for a 
Heifer, which had died through ſome accident; when ſhe re- 
turns home, a Butcher fleying the Heifer, it firſt began to ftir 
the fleyed foot , and then to lift. up, and at laſt to nr 
oun 
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ſound as ever it was: So Beard out of Severinus, de vita & Mirg- 
culis Hiecimbi. It were tedious to rake further in this dung- 
hill of Fabulous Miracles: I acknowledge he might have filled 
a Volumn with ſuch tuff from Beronius, Jurlus, mus, Vin 
their Legends, Fertuſei Promptuaries, and Feſtivals of 
Saints. This touch, as to his inſtances, may ſuffice. 
vet let it fourthly be conſidered, chat the late Romiſh Mira- 
cles are queſtioned not by Proteſtants only, but alſo by their own Authors ; 
& by Lyranus in cap. 14. Daniel in Eccleſia populus ſæpe deci- 
pitur 3 ſacerdotibus fictis miraculiz lucri cauſa , «nd Melchior 
Canus, lib. 11. cap, 6. + 333. confeſſes their Authors forge ſo 
many Miracles, that be ET them, The ſame is regrated 
by Vives, and Polydore, Virgil, by the Germans in their centam gra- 
vamins art. 7. Gerſon de ſella flagellantium (as is noted by Gerard) 
ſaith , that Miracles are now tobe ſuſpeited , the World in iti decrepht 
Age being abuſed by the fancics of lying Miracles, as old doting men are 
am 
It would fifthly be conſidered, that Heatbens can pretend 0 41 
ſpecious Miracles as the Popiſh Church. Doth not Tacitus Hiſt, lib. 4. 
report how Veſpaſian che Emperour cured one Blind, another 
Lame? Doth not Auſtin lib. 10. de civit. Dei = 16. relate a 
multitude of Heatheniſh Miracles, as that à Veſtal Virgin did 
draw water with a Sieve to prove her Chaſtity, that Claudia, 
tying a Ship to her Girdle, drew it after her, which neither 
men nor Oxen could remove by all their ſtrength? Is it not te- 
ported by Elias de animalibu lib. 9. cap, 33. that Æſculapius 
reſtored a woman to life atter her Head was cut off ? Doth not 
Autin Epi 5. talk much of the miracles of Apollonius , Thys- 
neus, and Apnleius Hath not Philoſtratus wrote Eight Books of 
the miracles of Apollonius , inſomuch that Hierocles dared bla- 
ſphemouſly to prefer them to the glorious Miracles of our 
Bleſſed Saviour? Did not the Donatijts fo much glory in their 
miracles, that Auſtin called them trad. 13. in Fob. mirabiliorios i 
If it be anſwered with Bell. they were but lying wonders, that the De- 
vil ſat upon the Eye of ane, and the Leg of another , whom Veljaſian 
is ſaid to bave cured , that when be craſed to annoy, be might ſeem mi- 
raculouſly to cure. It would be remembred, the ſame may be re- 
plyed concerning the Romiſh endary Miracles. An exact 
parallel may be ſeen betwint Popiſh and Heatheniſh Miracles in 
Crakenthorp dejenſ. Eccleſ. Auglic. contra Spalat, cap, 66. Pagans 
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may as ſoon prove the truth of their miracles, as Romaniſts of 
their late Legendary Romances, Who can ſet limits to the Al- 
mighty, that he ſhall not work miracles for the good of man- 
kind without his Church? Miracles therefore cannot be re- 
ciprocal note of the Church. Ought not Romauiſts at leaſt to 
remember Bellarwin's Reply, concerning the Miracle wrought 
by a Novatian Bifhop , bb. de notis Eccleſ. cap. 14. Fadum efſe non 
in confirmationem fidei Novatiane , ſed Catbolici Baptiſmi. Why may 
not Proteſtants likewiſe anſwer , if auy Real Miracles have 
been wrought by Romaniſts, ſuch as Xavier, in the Indies theſe 
were not wrought to confirm Popiſh Errours, but the common 

Principles of Chriſtianiry 

But ſixthly, Hatb ever Cod promiſed, that the Church in all Ages 
ſhould enjoy ſuch a gift of Miracles, that no Society ſhould be acknow- 
tedged for 4 true Church, which is not confirmed by preſent Miracles 

I find no Scripture ſaying ſo , but on the contrary, cautioning 
us, that we be not ſeduced by the lying ſigns and wonders of 
Seducers, Matib. 24. 24, 25- eſpecially of Antichriſt, 2 Tbeſ . 9. 

Revel. 13. 13, 14. Did not Romaniſts pretend to Miracles ? 
The See of Rome ſhould want one of the ſigns of the Great 

Antichriſt. Ancient Fathers believed not a perpetual neceſſity 

of Miracles; faith not 8. Auſſin expreſly, lib. 22. de Civ. Dei cap. 

22. _ dicere neceſſaria fuiſſe prim quam mundus crederet , ad boc 

ut crederet mundus : quiſquis adbuc prodigia ut credat requirit , mag- 
num eſt ipſe prodigium qui mundo credente non credit. Will ye not at 
leaſt regard Greg. Hom. 29, in Evang. We uſe, ſaith he, to water 

young Plants when they be new ſet , which watering then ceaſeth af- 
ter * they bave taken root ; ſo were Miracles neceſſary for the fir ſt 

Seed-plot of the Church , to the ſound rooting of multetudes in the 

Faith, To the like purpoſe ſpeaks Chryſoſt. Hom. 23. in Jeb. Is 
it not acknowledged by many Romiſh Doctors, that now there 
is no neceflity of Miracles , except: it were for the converſion 
of Infidels ? For this Eſpenceus, Delrio, Reiffenſt, and Toſephus 2 

Cofia , are cited by D. Morton Appeal, lib. 3. cap. 17. Sed, 4. to 
whom Gerard Seft. 275. adds among the reit Cornel. Muſſus, ſay- 
ing, Hec ſigns fas ſunt ut Religie plantaretur, numc autem cd plan- 
tat} non ſunt neceſſuria. As alſo their great Preacher D.dac us 

Stella, not ſparing to affirm, that Miracles now damnam potivs 

—_ „ quam commodum , would rather be hurtful, than profi- 
table. 
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Of Miracles 
ſeventh place remember Romaniſts, tba 
whicd Lern Proveſſants will not yield ; that 
nd Mine wrought in the Churcbes, If Ade- 
, canrev. 2. g. mote Eccleſ, cap. 12.) 
55 a Hi and modeſt man, Luther 

nou ches. D. Fillet. in Symp, 
Pipiſimi b. 2. g. 3. of the fifth note of the Church, reco 
many Miracles — Proteſtants , and that for the con- 

on of Papiſts. Nor can it but ſeem ſtrange to hear Roma» 
niſts talxi much of their Miracles, and yet can work none 
us Proteſteits , whom they hold for Hereticks and In- 

fidels ; if they can work Miracles, why have they not ſo much 
— — to our Souls , as to work them before intelligent 
ants ? One Miracle wrought before our eyes would have 

more impreſſion, than a thouſand Fabulous Legends of Won» 
ders, ＋ DE, Sg 
;, or in Vropie. But this is a ſtrange prejudice againſt their 
es . Miracles, they can work none of them before rati- 
ol Proteſtants. I cannot but record a ſtory of a Nun in 
which was cryed up for Miracles, inſomuch that when 
the Firſt , King of Great Britain , then Prince of Wales, 
was there , by the entreaty of the he was to 
o and ſee her: It was ted to the Prince, ſhe would be 
— lifred up into che Air, and be as freſh as a Roſe, al» 
though ſhe was furrowed with Age ; but ſhe could not do any 
one Feat before the —_ although ſhe could never have 
ſhewed her Miracles in a better time) but the Prince was of 
too Rrong Faith for that Spiritſhe was acted by, and therefore 
ſhe could ſhew none, but crede quad babes & babes. This Relati- 
on [ have from Edward Chiſ, in his Cetbolick, Hiſtory againſt 

D. V ane, cap. ). pag. 180, _ 

Therefore to, ſhut up this diſcourſe of Miracles, whatſo- 
ever prodigies are wrought to confirm Doctrines repugnant to 
clear Scriptures , are lying ſigns and wonders; but Invocation 
of Saints, Religious Adoration of Images, Croſſes, Relicks, 
the tranſubſtantiated Preſence of Chriſt in the Sacrament, Pur- 
gatory, &. are all Do&rines repugnant to clear Scripture , as 
Learned Proteſtants have proved, and I in this Tractate have 
made good, as I had occaſion ; therefore ſurely Romiſh prodi- 
gies to confirm theſe are lying ſigns and wonders. Away * 
ote 


| 
| 


nope 
which * reer 5 . 

r ee ee wherel 

h in, and ſalſo Masala, 08 an 
har u with Auſtin, lib. or unit. Kale cb. 1 = 
rum eſſe, que ils i fecu Denatus, amoveantur its, vel figmen- 
ta fallacizm bominum, vel pertents falleeium Spirit. 

Were the Pamphleters popular flouriſhes, concerning Mira- 
eles, reduced to a Syllogiſtick frame, they behoved to run 
thus : That Society in which Miracles ave , is the true and 
Carbolick Church, but in the Remi, Church Miracles ave wrought 5 
Ergo, the Rui Church is the true and Catbeich Church. W. 
ever be of the minor, the major is manifeſtly falſe; for Mira- 
cles may be wrought among Hereticks , yea and Infidels. If 
therefore the dy llogiſm be rectißed thus; The Secievy in which 
Miracles are vr 3 Ry CERN 3s the 
true Catbelick ; Mirac i ave mrought in Ram iſh 
Church to confirm ibo ſoundneſs of ber Fab; Ergo, &c. Then firſt 

and 


the major yet remains falſe , for Miracles may be wrought 
confirm the of the Faith of a particular Chure 
The major cannot hold, unleſs the Miracles be firſt true; 
condly , wrought to confirm the Faith of the Society; 
thirdly , the Catholiciſm of it, that is, that they have no in 
reſt in the Church, who ſubmit not to the Gavernment of that 
church; and thus I let the major Bur then the minor is 
notoriouſly faile , viz. chat in preſent Romifh Church 
true Miracles are wrou to confirm the ſouncuels of her 
Faith, and her Catholiciſm, or Univerſal ſuriſdiftion over all 
Churches 5 1 | all che Jeſuies in — — 
Aſſumption, till chey do, all their diſcourſe Mi- 
racles is but a flouriſh. I conſeſi in the Ancient Roman Church 
there were miracles wrought th confirm the truth of ber 
Falch, but not ber Catholiciſm , as if ſhe only had been tbe 
Chriſtian Church; for ſhe was bur a particular Church at beſt, 
the t Romiſh Church hath foully Apoſtatized from the 
Faith of the Ancient Church , ſearch your Records and Le- 
ends to find one true Miracle to confirm the Faith and Catho- 
iciſm of the preſent Romiſh Church; this you will find im- 
le, for her Faith is unſound, and Catholiciſm, in the 
ſpoken of, ſhe never had. 


to 
ft. 

fe- 
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vis Of Miracles, 
But ems — of — 2 „I demonſtrate the truth of 
the Pro t Religion thus: 
That Religion which is confirmed by the moſt real, indubitate, and 
lorious Mir acles which ever the world bad, is ſurely the true Chri- 
an Religion; But the — — of Proteftants is confirmed by the 
moſt real, indubitate, and glorious Miracles which ever the wild 
bad; Ergo, The Religion of Proteſtants is the true Chriſtian Ro- 
ligion. | 
The Aſſumption, concerning which only the doubt can be, 
is proved thus ;: The Apoſtolick Religion is confirmed by the 
moſt glorious Miracles that ever the world ſa /; but the Reli- 
gion of Proteſtants is the Apoſtolick Religion; Ergo, the Reli- 
ion of Proteſtants is confirmed by the moſt real , indubitate 
Miracles, that ever the world ſaw. The major none can deny 
but an Infidel; for evidencing the minor, let the Religion of | 
Proteſtants be examined by the Scriptures , which contain the 
Apoſtolick Religion , if one Article be found in our-Reli- 
ion diſſonant from, we ſhall inſtantly diſown it. The 
Reader here may obſerve the difference betwixt the Romiſh 
re, and ours; we confirm our Religion by the indubi- 
tate Miracles, which prove Chriſtianicy it ſelf; they by ſome 
fabulous, at beſt uncertain Legendary ſtories, the truth where- 
of is queſtioned by their own Authors, and the falſhood of 
many to the world. If it be ſaid, that any Heretic ma 
argue as we do, to confirm their Hereſie, I ſhall not now ſtand to te- 
tort, how Hereticks have argued for their Hereſie from pre- 
tended Miracles , as do Romaniſts to —_——— to ſhew the 
diſparity betwixt us and Hereticks, I u ke againſt all the 
Enemies of Truth iche world , to prove the real conformity | 
of the Reformed Religion with the Apoſtolick revealed in | 
Scripture , and the diſconſormity of all Herefies whatſoever. 
It's a real conformity with Apoſtolick Doctrine, not pretended 
only, which proves it to be confirmed by Apoſtolick Miracles. 


ARTICLE 


* - a” 


2% among us; and the rather, becauſe this Church was 
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ARTICLE II. 


Of the C on verſion of Infidels, 


He ſecond Note whereby this Pamphleter would * the 


; Cathgficiſm of their Romiſh Church, is, that by ber all Chriſtian 
Nations have been converted to the Faith of Jeſus Chrijt : And to con- 
firm this , he following Bell. Breerly, and the Drove, hints at a 
multirude of ſtoxies, which upon examination will be found of 
no-ſignificancy to the point in hand. 

For firſt, it's a moſt notorious falſhood, that all Chriſtian pes- 
ple bave been converted by the Romiſh Church; was the Church of 
Jeruſalem converted by her, or the Church of Ceſeres, or of 
Antioch, or the Greek Churches in general? As Eve was the Mo- 
ther of all Living, ſo not the Ramen; but the Church of Hie- 
ruſalem may be termed the Mother of all Churches. And fo 
ſhe is deſigned by the ſecond General Council at Conftentinople, 
as witneſſes I bead. Hiſt, bb. 5. can 9. The Biſhop of Bitentum, 
in the Council of Trent, acknowledged Greece to be the Mother 
of all that the Latia Church had. Doth not Theod. [ib.1. Hift. 
cap. 22. report that the Indian were converted by La- men, Ede- 
fi aud Frumentius 3 and that for carrying on the work, Frumen- 
ius received Ordination from Athenafius , then Patriarch of 4 
lexendris, and not from the Biſhop of Rome? The Pamphleter 
but plays the Cheat, when healledges , that our Church of 
Scotland owes her firſt Converſion to Pope Vider , his Legars 
and Envoys. The Reader may ſee the falſhood of this proved 
by Biſhop Spotſwood, Hiſt. pag. 21, edit. 3. Theſe Preachers ſent 
hither by Vier, were ſent upon the entreaty of King Donald the 
Firſt, which the King would not have ſought, had he not been 
Chriſtian - before. It our Converſion had been wronghe by 
Pope Vider, how came it that our Church vas not faſhioned to 
the Roman in outward rites ,. eſpecially in the obſervance of 


- Eafter , whereof Vider was but prepoſterouſly zealous? Much 


more probable looks the conjecture of Biſhop Sporſwoed ,_thar 
ſome of Job's Diſciples, under the perſecution of Domitian,have 
had heit refuge hither, and were inſtruments of planting Chri- 


very. 


—— 
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very tenacious of the Oriental Cuſtoms, alledging for it the 
Authority of Joby. However, Scotland was very anclently en- 
lightned with the Goſpel ; hence is that of Tertul. 2 b 
d.co cap. 7. Britaunorum Romanis inacceſſa loca, Chriſto vers ta 
and their conformity in rites with the Greek Church, and not 
with the Latin, ſhew their Original was not from Rome, It is 
2 manifeſt falſhood rhen, that the Roman Church is the Mother 
of all, or of our Church of Scatlend. 

Bur ſecondly , this Pamphleter deceitfully confounds and 
joyns together tbe endeavour: of the Ancient Romiſh Church for convert- 
ing of Nations , with the prafiiſes of the preſem Remiſo Church for 
Proſeliting Countries to the Popiſh perſwaſion. We acknowledge the 
Roman Church was inſtrumental in converting many Nations 
to Jeſus Chriſt ; hut it was not to the preſent Rowiſh Faith, 
that not being then hatched, but to the Chriſtian Faith. The 
like alſo was done by other Churches , particularly by the 
Greek Church. Hence Epbraim Pagit in his Chriftienegraphy, K- 
dit. 3. pag. 21. renders this as one teaſon of the large Juriſdi- 
ion of the Patriarch of Conftentineple , the converſion of ma- 
ny Nations to the Chriſtian Faith by his Suffragans. There- 
fore, though it were true that Scotlend did owe her converſion 
to Vitler , and England to Elrutberius, (both which are falſe ; 
yea, the — * was planted in Britam ſome years before it came 
to Rome it ſelf, if Barenius ſtory concerning Joſeph of Arims- 
thes, ad annum 34. or Gildss teſtimony, that Britain received the 
Goſpel in the end of Titerizs Ceſer's Reign, deſerve credit) 
this makes nothing for the truth of the preſent Romiſh Faith, 
or Catholiciſmof the preſent Romifh Church, for the Ancient 
Romiſh Church declined from the Faith of the preſent Popiſh 
Church, as well as we. 

Thirdly, Particular Churches, though not altogether ſound 
in the Faith, but ſtained with ſome errours in the integrals of 
Religion, way be inſtrumemal in converting Nations : As a 
man may beget Children, he is a man, though not a found 
man. In this caſe it's by vertfle of the ſound Principles of Chri- 
ſtianity retained in Churches, that they beget Children ur- 
to God, and not of their errors ; nay, their errors do oft-times 
deface the work, for with the truths of the Goſpel — 
mit their errours. Such were theſe converſions of Nations, 
wherein the Roman Church had a hand in the intermedial A- 
ges 
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ges 3 . thoſe of Germany by Beniface : For ſure it is, that in 
Germany the Goſpel had been preached long before the time of 
that Boniface, ſent thither by — 2, in the eigth Century, as 
Baronius ad anmum 690. doth acknowledge ; and Benberniat in 
Hit. Univerſali, peg. 198. doth prove from {renexs and Tertullian, 
that the ſeeds of the Chriſtian Religion were ſown in Germany 
in the ſecond Century and therefore pag. 101. he exhibits An- 
cient Verſions of the Apoſtolick Creed, th in the Aleman and 
Saxon Languages. I ſhall not ſay, but by Beniface the Golpel 
hath been propagated in Germany , yet ſurely with many cor- 
ruptions , wherewith at that time the Roman Church was 
tainted; and therefore he was zealouſly oppoſed by holy men, 
particularly by Adelbernus, Clemens, Sampſon, Sydonint, Virgilius, 
as is ſhewed by the Author of Catel. teſt. verit. lib. 8. page 755, 
and Hottinger Sec, 8. pag. $27. The like was the caſe of Auſtin 
his Converſion of England; the Goſpel was in England long be- 
fore he catne over, and more pure than he preached it, yet it 
cannot be denied but he was inſtrumental to convert many, 
who till that time had retained their Heatheniſm ; but with the 
Goſpel he did alſo introduce many Superſtitions , which were 
zealouſly oppoſed by Britiſh Chriſtians, for a long time. The 
converting of Souls to Chriſt therefore proves not a Church 
to be ſound, far leſs the Catholick Church. Did not the Jewiſh 
Church beget Sons and Daughters to God, when ſhe was defi- 
led with Superſtition and Idoktry ? yea, have not private per: 

ſons been inſtrumental in converting Souls to God, as ſome 
Exiled Slaves converted the Moors in Africk, See Baron. ad an- + 
mon 486. N. 4. 

But fourthly , It's more evident than can be denied, thet He- 
reticks and Infidels bave prevailed with Nations to be of their perſwaſi- 
on, Doth not Hereſie ſpread as a Gangrene? 2 Tim. 2. 17. Did 
not Phariſees compeſs Sex and Land to make Proſelites ? Mat. 23. 18. 
though they made them the Children of the Devil more then ? 
How many Nations have been leavened by Mabumeteniſm “ 
Neither was that done only by force of Arms, as Bell. alledges, 
but alſo by corrupting the judgments of men; Mebnmetans be- 
lieving their Alcor av as firmly, — — do their Tridentine Ar- 
ticles. Is it not told that Antichriſt ſhould come with ſtrong 
deluſion. 2 7 beſ. 2. 10, 11. yea, and with ſuch ſucceſs, that the 
World ſhould wonder aſter the Beaſt ? Revel, 13 3. How many 


Nations 
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Nations were corrupted by Arrianiſa ? Do we not find the 
Leaven of Socinianiſm, Quakeriſm, &c. prevailing with ma- 
ny ? So thar che Argument from bringing multitudes to rhe 
ſame perſwaſion is very fallacious , unleſs the Faith to which 

ns are brought be found, And if ic muſt be ſuppoſed 
that the Faith be (ound , before an Argument be forcible from 
that ground, there muſt be another Evidence for the ſound- 
neſs of the Faith, than this Pamphleter hath brought. Yea 
Preculphus in Chronico Tom. 2. lib, 4. cap. 20. by the confeſſion of 
Bellarmine, lib. 4. de notis Eccleſ. cap. 14. affirms the whole Nation 
of the Goths ro have been converted by the Arrians to the Chri- 
ſtian Profeſſion from Heatheniſm in the time of UValens the Em- 
pzrour, Only the Cardinal to enervate this teſtimony of Fre- 
— — alledges from Socrates lib. 4. cap. 27. Sozom, Lib. G. cap. 37. 
and Theod. lib. 4. cap. u't. that the greater part of the Gorhs 
were firft converted to the Orthodox Faith, and only afrer- 
ward perverted by the Arrians to their Hereſie. But on the 
contrary , Socrates declares this to be the ground on which the 
Goths were willing to accept the Chriſtian Religion , becauſe 
of the aid which Valens had given to Phritigernes againſt Atbala- 
ricws; ſo as he (eems to agree with Freculphus. The outmoſt 
that the other two, Theodoret and Sozomen have, is, that Chiu, 
the firſt Biſhop of the Goths, while Orthodox, had converted 
ſome of them to the Orthodox Faith, not the greater part , as 
Bellarmine affirms. So that at leaſt this ſeems clear, that after 
Uipbils turned Arrian, he not only drew the Chriſtians to the 
Arrian perſwaſion , but many Heathens alſo to the profeſſion 
of Chriſt ; wherein they were ſo conſtant, that under Athelari- 
cus , not a few of them ſuffered death on that account. If 
therefore Romaniſts aſcribe the Converſion of Germany to Ben- 
face, of England to Auſtin the Monk, and of Scotland to Pope 
Vid r, becauſe by them the Goſpel was propagated in theſe 
Countries, though nor firſt planted , how can they deny , but 
on the like account , the Converſion of the Goths ought to be 
aſcribed to the Arrians ? Were not the Ruſſians , or Muſcovi- 
ans, Converted to the Chriſtian Religion by the Grecians , as 
teſtifieth Barron. ad annum $67. N. 10, when Photius was Patri- 
ach of Conſtantinople, whom Romaniſts hold for a grievous 
Schiſmatick ? 


Fifthly , It's a falſhood , that ne Nations have been converted by 
Prote/t ants. 


, Livenis, &c. Not to mention the many Indi 
verted in — 2 — other parts of Americe : But though 
it were granted that Heathen Nations had not been converted 
by them, this would — charge Proteſtants of a ſinful negli 
' — but not prove their Religion to be falſe. Merhinks thi 
clamour of Romaniſts agaiaſt our Churches for not beſtirring 
them ſelves more zealoutly for the Converſion of Infidel Nati- 
ons, ſhould awake Proteſtant Princes, and Churches ſeriouſly 
to confider ; what may be done for the Converſion of Infidels, 
both for the advantage of the Goſpel, and to ſtop the mouths 
of our cavilling Adverſaries- | 
Sixthly , Any Converſions made by Remanifl: , beve bern very 
unlike the Primitive Converſions made by the Apoſiles ; theſe have ge- 
nerally been by force, even theſe made in the intermedial Ages, 
wanted not force ; that of Boniface among the Thuringians, way 
done terrere armorum, as Girard obſerves ex Cbrenice « 
Cent, S. Eccldſ. Hitt. cap. 10. Charles the Great brought the Sax- 
a to imbrace the Chriſtian Faith by bloody Wars. But as for 
the late Romiſh Converſions , which only can beatrributed to 
the preſent Romiſh Church, how bloody have many of them 
been? Who can read what their own Bartbolomew de ls Caſa 
hath written of the proceeding of the Spaniards in the Ven- 
Idies without horrour ? Did not a Great Perſon, when a dyiflg, 
hearing that Catholick, Spaniards went to Heaven, profeſs be 
would never go there, if Spaniards went thither, judging it 
could be no good place where ſuch bloody men went. Yea 
Cranedo, as Cited by Gerard, loc. de Ecclef. cap. 10. Sed. 4. F. 188. 
confeſſes , Es litatis immanitate Hiſpans erga illos uſor , ut 
gend Chriftiang nomen, non Pictatis & Religionis , ſed crude- 
btatis & immanitetis damen babitum fit ; that is, through their 
22 Barbarity 
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name of Chriſtians became ad Epithete of 
the Chriſtian Exich among them jet by the con- 
— 2 —ů aa DE 
queſtioned, finding how anfaithitl they are ny Fr meg 
— — — 2 r their 
deſign u convert them. rathes to Pope, Super- 
Net, than to Jeſus Chriſt: But if any Real — be 


Chaoch. 

But Finvert alſo. this bis fecond Note, and foom it prove 
the rrath of the ProzeftantReligion, thus; That Religion by 
ven alone Natrom have been converted tothe true Chriſtian 
Faivh, is the only true Religion: but by the Religion which 
Proteſtants hold, Nations have only been ceoverte; Erg. | 
rhe Aſſumption by the Apoſtebek Religion , Nations 
-only been the true Faik, hut the Religion 

k Rel: 7 204 we own none 
—8 if. they be not the Game, 
„dy the Religion of Proteſtants Nations have only been 
converted. If any ay „ beta Rua, or other H retick, 
ay make the ſame . — been auſwered alrcady. 

matters be broug ht to tr ya riptures, which contain 
the Apoſtohck Religion, and it ſhall be found, our Religion, 
thi 


and not theirs. is the trus Apoſtolick Religion: Ani we have 
$ ſtrong preſumption, for us againſt both Papiſts and Qua- 
kers, neither of them date refer the Controverſie to the deci- 
fion of Scripture, the one running to an infallible viſible 
Judge, the other to an intallible Light within, But we remit 
all to the deciſion of Scriptures, which Chriſtians of all per- 
ſwaſions acknowledge to be of Divine Inſpiration, yet it's not 
by preſumptions we would deal. but by a particular examinati- 
on of Controverſies; let their Cauſe only prevail , who have 
real conformiry with Scriptures, 

ARTICLE 
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ARTICLE III. 

C Sas of Life, 
22 —— 


chat Sanity of Life is no ſahd Note of the true viſible 
Church; there is nothing to whick Remaniſts'have leſs-ground 


hes Here. cap. 38. pretended more external 
| Fanctity than the Pelagions 7 See Meran 1. 3. J. Pelag. 

Were not Dogetitts ſuch pretenders to Sanchicy, tht deni- 
ed a Church to be where rhere were any wicked ? Ser Alpbonſne 
a Cadro adverſ. Havel. tit. Eceleſ. Doch not Aus teſtiße, I. 1. 
de moribus Tac ieſ. cap. 1. that the very Menichees deceived mary 
by the ſeeming Sandity of —_ Do not Srctniens et 

z 2 


ty 


&i 
want 
the Lemb? R 
bend ? that is, ſhe 


16 — 22. and cap. 36. Doth not the Apoſtle 
complain alſo of Goſpel Churches? as 2 Cor. 12. 20, 21. Doth 
not 'Euſebins Gb. 8. Hiſt, cp. 1. hold out the wicked lives of 
Ghriſtians, yea and of Miniſters , to be the cauſe of the grie- 
vous perſecution under ? Hereupon Ancients would 
not have the truth of Doctrine examined by mens lives. Hie- 
rom lib, 3. cont, Ruffin. } -* ye in diſputatione Se- 
rum, nem ei 4 #dverſus quem diſputet. Aud Auftin 
lib. 1. de mor. — 2. conan illud admoneo , 1 aliquando 
Eccleſie Catholic a male dicere definatis ., vituperands mores bom'man, 

& ipſa condemnat, & ques quotidie tanquam male: filios corrigene 
Fader t need I more to compeſce this Pamphleter, ſeeing 
Stapleton himſelf, bb. 1. d Princip. Nod. cap. 19. confeſſes Sen- 
Ham of Ecclefiam-, ſed per ſuam Jandlitatem non innateſcere. Did 
not Tertull. de praſcript. ago teach, that we muſt. meaſure 
perſons by Doòrines, neon ex | 4 

It were the wiſdom of Remaniſts to be ſileut, a8 to this 
matter, were I diſpoſed to write a Satyr. I mighe Hilla Vo- 
lumn with complaints of the impiety of the. Romiſh Church, 
and that out of their own Authors. Did not their own Pope 
Hadrian the Sixth, in his-inſtruions-to at ris Nuucis to 
the Diet at Neremberg confels , thet the Church of Rome wa great- 

corrupted ,” that the evil flowed from the Priefis 10 the people , and 

621 ity to the inſer iour , inſemusb 
that no man did aright. See Hiſt. of the Council of Trent , by | 


— 


8 mt. as fs...” "A 


Padre Paule, lib. 1: pag. 26. Edit: 2. and Sd. Comment. bb. 4. 
How oft have they been told of the ruthſul complaint of their 
Eſpencens Comment: in Tit. 1. Ubi ſub ſole malerum omnium licentie, 
r. where more licentiouſneſs , in all manner of wickedneſs, 
than at Rome Tama ut cradat meme, niſ qui viderit , ut neget nemo, 
niſi qui nen viderit ; and thereupon. cites the lines of their own 
Poet Mentuan. V ivere 


re qui cupitie Sand, diſcedine Roma, | 
Omnia cum liceant, non licet effe Plum. 

Doth not Plarine tell In ve Merce, vitie ne ra th crevere, 
ut vix «pud De um nobi locum vo veli ? Who would ſec a 
multitude of ſuch like” grievous complaints of Remes impicty 
from Tbevdoricuw Niem, „ Bernard, Marſilius, an- 
fenens of Gaunt e | remit them to Joba I bite, his way to the 
Church; Sch. 38. §. 31. and to Gerard de nitis Eccleſ. Sei. 10. 
le's irkſome to me to give an account what execrable Monſters 
many of their Popes have been. Is not Sergins the Second fig-. 
matized by Barons Anno 908. Num. 2. a8 vir nefandus, &c. a moſt 
vicious man? Did he not upon a moſt notorious Strumpet Ma- 
ret ia, beget Pope Fobn-che Eleventh , whom Berenius ng 931, 
deſervedly der ms a Monſter ? What another Monſter was Fobn 
the Tweltth + whom Platin calls Fobn the Thirteenth ? did he 
not poſſeſs the Papal Chair, according to Berenius , Anno 955, 
NA. about eighteen years of Age? one from his Youth, (gich 
Platina, defiled with all vice and turpitude. Doth not Onapbri- 
ns Annvt. in Plar. in Fobn 8. enumerate a multitude of Whores 
which he kept, as Joanna, Rayneria, Stepbana, &c. ſo that he 
turned the Palace of the Lateran to a Stew? Luitprend reports 
of him, that in Dicing he would call upon the Devil for help, 
and drink Mealths to the Devil. Pletina affirms, that he did cut 
off Noſes and Hands of Cardinals ; and adds from others, that 
while he was lying wittanother Mans Wife, he was ſtabbed to 
Death in the Act of Adultery. Luitprond ſays, he died of a 
wound given him by the Devil in his filthineſs: Vet Baronius 
he. cit. confeſſes; that the whole Catholick Church did vene- 
rate this impure Wretch'as Pope of Rome. Concerning Ben- 
face the Seventh, doth not Beronius Anno 985. N. 1, 2. write, 
that he was a very Vilhin, a Church-Robber, and Murderer of 
two Popes , ſo that he would have his name blotted out a- 
mong pes. IF all the impious Monſters. were razed out, 
there would be a great Hiatus in their ſucceſſion, Had not Ju- 
necent the Eigth ſixteen Baſtards ? Hence are the(* lines 

Ofto Nec ems pueres genuit, totid:mque puell as, 
Hunc merite poterit dicere Roma Patrem. 

Was not Sixtus the Fourth a Sodomite, and gave Licenſe for 
that Abomination to his Cardinals for three hor Moneths ; and 
as Coneliu Agrippa witneſſes, etected a Brothel- houſe at _ 


5 Of Mina: 
O execrable ! farboth kinds of Veuory, Hence was that Epi- 
raph on him. 
Sue jaces tandem. defiens tua hu a Cinedi, 
a Sc aq ur lememes, aica, ning, Venus. 

Alex mmer che Sixth comes nothing behind him, he came co 
che Papecy by dimony, a man of rows cruelty, inſatiable 
avarice , he fold Cardinats Hats for money z yer, as 
writes, pojſoncd Cardinafs that he might ſeize on their Trea- 
fures ; by which means, through a miſtake of the Poyſoned 
Cup deſigned for others, uimſelf was peyſoned : Moſt ſicenti- 
ous in his Luft ; de did not like ocher Popes, make his Baſtards 

© under the name of Nephews, but owned them as his Chil- 
ten; boch himſelt, and his Son, did inceſtuouſly converſe 
with his own Daughter Larretis : Hence were the lines. 
Hee jacet in tumule Lucretia namine, fed re 
Thais, &lexandri lia, Sponſe, nur ut. 

Have you not heard how Pope Faul the Third did proſtitute 
his Siſter Julia Fernefis to Alexander the Sixth, that he might be 
made inal ; and how himſelf inceſtuoufiy abuſed his own 
Nicce Laura Fornefie, and her Husband deptebending him in the 
Act, wounded him with «a Dagger? And this is that Holy Pope 
who firſt authorized the unhallowed Order of Jeſuirs. What 
mould I ſpeak oſ Fobn 23. who was commonly called an Incar- 
nate Devil,and was accuſed by the Council of Conftexce as an In- 
fidel, who denied che Immortality of the Soul, and the Reſur- 
rection; or of Les the Tenth, in a Diſcourſe with Bembas, 
called the Goſpel a Fable. Doth not Berenjus confeſs ad A 
gos. that notorious Strumpets put our, and in Popes at their 
pleaſure. Leſt I ſhould rake too Jong in this Puddle, let the 
— of Marcellus — — on all, who, as Onu- 

rius relates, 'y pr not ſeo bow any that 
— Chair * 7" ſaves. Had he lived — it's like he 
might have uſed more freedom, but he died within 22 days af- 
ter his Election, and, as is ſuppoſed, not withogt an Italian 
Portion. | 

But perhaps the Sanctity of the Romiſh Church is cloyfered 
up within their Monafteries : Hath not the World heard of mauy 
thouſand Infants murdered in their Cloyſters, their bones buri- 
ed in Privies and Ponds? Doth that ſpeak out their Piety ? But 
[ rather they take a Character of the ity of their Monaſte- 
ries 
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ne fromthe own Writers, than me. Whoawonld have an un 
partial account heveof,. I commend — —— of 
Nico/ars de Cleamanges , who hred 200 years age , and upwards, 
his Book de corrupts Ecclefie flatu. I ſhall only ment ion two 

fages; rhe one, cap. 22. where he compares the Mendicant Fry - 
ars to the Phariſees , and affirms them ro be revening Wolves in 
Sen SE, who in words pretend the forſaking of 1he world. but 
in deeds, with ali heft drret and ling, bunt after it , making fem- 
btance in ca'ward e of Auſlerity. Chejrity, Hamility , bat fecrenly in 
exequiſite Delicates . amd variety of Pleaſures , going the Liexuri- 
owſmeſa of all w rldly ment, and likes BelVFs Fricke, ing tbe Ob- 
lations of the Propie , though not with their Wives, yet with their 
Bras, r. The other, cof.27. where of Nuns , Shane ( faith 
he) ſerbiaddeth me ts fee of them , leh nd mention not « c- 
peny of Virgins dedivated: 1s God, but fiewed , deceitfat, impudent 
Whore: with their fornications and inceftwwss works ;, for what, I pray 
vn, are Nunnerie: mw N, but the execrable Brotbel-bouſer of Ve- 
mis, the Herb unt of wanton youvg men, where they ſatinfe their Lud. 
That now the Veiling of a Nun is all ene, as if- yeu proftinuted ber to 
be « bag. Yer a vente Character may be had of them from A- 
grippe de I av. Jian cap. Ge. Hence Pol. Ving, de invent, lib. J. 
$8. J. withed , that theſe dvr. of men were cut f, that with their 
foith thiry might ws hanger Ale the Worſhip of God, Was it nov en 
the hke account chat Meavizen, an Italian Monk, made thete 


lines * 
. Roma in ſu lnpancr 
Rendita, {emineo Petri domes oblita Luan, 
Ati tygiar olev {que Lares, inceſtat Olympian. 
1 Mare boo fate eſt tits execrabilis Or be. 
Watſon the Secular Prieft, libet 3. art. 4. beg. vv. charges 
Jeſuits as maintaining that rates may kawtully 
Pablick Stews, c Brothe houſes; yea, ſo much is poſitively 
aſſerted” by Brit lib. 2. dr An. gra, cop. 18. And no wondes 
they being openly toleratedas Remo , and a confiderable Reve- 
nue accrumg thereby to the Pope. CS Loc. de Lego cop. 4. 
Ard. 9. memb. & Sets. 162. relates from Sum fun ebe, and 
Hicrommus Me iin, that Pope Faul z. had 45600 Whores in bis 
Rolls, f& om whom he hade Monethly Tributeg yes Agnes de 
Van, Scient, cap. 64. and the Germans Grævam 75. and 94. affirm, 
that thePriefts do annually pay a Conmubimary Fribute. May 


nr 


zo» ee 
not theſe men ceaſe to boaſt of the Holineſs of cheie Church, 
exceptiu ſuch a as Petrus Damani in Boren. Anne 1061, N.5, 


Gid-that Hildcbrand , afterward Pope Greg. 7, might be: called 
Holy , buta Holy Devil. 

Leaving this of Perſonal Ungodlineſs , that I may 
ſtrike at the Root of the Cauſe , I thus; That Religion, 
whoſe Principles have a manifeſt te y to Ungodlineſs, can- 
not be the nn Chrtas — Og che —— les of the 

iſh Religion, more eſpecially as main y ſeſui 
— rendency to unholineſs ; , the Popi Rel 
gion, and more eſpecially as maintained by Jeſuits , cannot be 
the true 2 — 2 The 1 is evident; the true 
Chriſtian Religion being « Dettrin# according to Gedlineſt, Tit. 
1. 1. The — might be confirmed by many inſtances ; 
Gerard — ry 72 10. Sed. B. draws a la 
Catalogue of impious Popiſh Teuets, contrary to the Artic 
of the Apoſtolick Creed; and to the Commands of the Deca- 
logue : I will only hint. at a few, which yet I hope ſhall ſuffice 


to prove the thing. 
Kitance I. ThSopik Religion teaches manifold groſs ido- 
letry ; as 1. To give the Supreme worſhip due to to thas, which 
— "pg oy bo. ned in the 
ncil of Trent, Se 13. cap. $. But that which after Conſe- 
eration is eaten is proper real Bread , as I proved cop. 5. Sa, 1. 
and the ſenſes of all men declare, nor can they avoid the gaile 
of Idolatry , by Gying they adore che Euchariſtick Bread ,-as 
ſuppoſing it to be God; elſe the Heathens worlkipping the 
San, or Devil, — < — ſhould be ab- 
ſolved from Idolatry alſo. Secondly, Popery teaches to give the 
ſame Supreme worſhip Jn x the Croſs, This is not only the 
omi 


common Opinion of Doctors, as teſtifies Azorins, P art: 
1. Jai. Moral. bb. 9. 1 but if we may believe Aquines, 
t 
and is ſo, nne 
32 by many Evidences from the Roman Pontifical, 
I 
the Supreme worſhip of Lia to a piece of Wood, or Stone, or 
Silver in ſhapend a Croſs, I pray who is? Thirdly, Popery 
may credit he. en, R's the common Sentiment of — 
m 


Fart. 3. 4 25. #1. 4. it's the Doctrine of the Romiſh Chuteh; 
that it 

, and Dreviaries. If he be not an Idolater , who gives 

teaches that ſhip is to be given to Images ; yea, it we 
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miſh Doctors, that the ſame Religious worſhip is to be given 
to Images, and to the Prototipe, and conſequently the [mages 
of Chriſt, and of the Trinity, are to be adored with Latris, If 
any will (ay, that Images are not properly to be adored , bur 
— the Prototipe betore the Image, Bell. ſpares not lib. de I- 
wag. cap. 21. to aſſert, that they are Anathematized by the ſe- 
cond Council of Nice, 4d. 7. The impiety of this Doctrine is 
ſuch, that Bell. lib. cit, cap. 22, adviſes, that it be ſparingly ſpo 
ken of, in concionibus ad populum. Fourthly, Popery teaches thet 
Saints and Angels are to be Religiouſly adored and invecated , as is de- 
fined in the Council of Trent Seſſ. 25. Decret. de Invecat. &c. to 
Saints they kneel, they ere& Temples, and Altars, they pray, 
they ſwear by them, offer Incenſe to them, they celebrate Mat 
ſes to their honour, they aſcribe to them, eſpecially to the 
Virgin Mary, Titles full of Blaſphemy , whereof Stembergius in 
Idea Papiſmi, Part. 1. Fed. 3.cap. 1. hath collected an Epitome, 
ſuch as, The Ocean of the Deity , the Complement of the Trinity, the 
Sapioureſs of the World, the Queen of Heaven, the Author of Grace, to 
whom from God it is lawful to appeal, cc Though to other Saints 
ſuch high Titles be not aſcribed, yet to them alſo they give 
Religious Worſhip proper to God alone. Hence Bell, lib. 3. de 
Cult. Sand. cap. 9. renders this reaſon why they make Vows to 
Saints, becauſe they are Dii per perticipetion'm , Gods by parti- 

cipation. Is not their Canonization of Saints called Apotheofis, 
akind of Deification ? Fitthly , Popery alſo reaches , that it's 
lewful to give Religious Ador ation to the Relicks of Saints; to theic 

Bones, their Fleſh, their Blood, their Teeth, their Hair, their 
Nails, their Cloaths, their Shoes, their Combs , their Whips, 
r. So the Council of Trent in the laſt cited Decree, and / aſq. 
in 3. Part. q 25. Aiſp. 112, How groſly ſuperſtitious the Ro- 
miſh Church is in the Adoration of Relicks , Delleus deſcribes 

Lib. 4. de objef, Cult. Religioſ. cap. 9. I might add as a fixth 

branch of Romiſh Idolatry, the Adoration of the Popes , of whom 

ſays the Lateren Council under Leo the Tenth, 55 3. &. 10. EC 
univerſis populis adorandus, & Dev ſimillimus; and withal applies 
to him that Scripture , Pſa. 72. Adorabunt cum omnes Reges tegræ. 

Among other examples of adoring Popes , Stembergius in Idea © 
Pepiſmi, pag. 98. makes mention, how in the Conclave , imme- 

diately after the Creation of a new Pope, he is adorned with 

Holy Veſtments, anda Triple Crown, and fet upon an Altar; 

A2 then 


then the Card kneeling, and kiſſing his hands and his F 
do Religioaſly adore him; aud this by the Nations is by — 
of Eminence, ſays mine Author, called L' zdoratiene. To ſhur 
up this firſt inſtance, ether Idolatry is no part of ungodiineſs, 
or the Popiſh Religion hath a manifeſt tendency to ungod- 
linefs. 

{nſtince 2. The Popiſh Religion throw: d ſgrace upon the bely 
Striptures of Gd, whereof I gave an account in many paiticu- 
lars, Cap. 3, Sed. 1. conſequently it muſt be an unholy Reli- 

ion; — God hath magnified his Word above all his Name, 

4. 138. 2. 

I Aae 3. Popery opeus a Sluice to, and cheriſhes ungedl;- 
neſs, by many of her Doftrines : As firſt, by Papal Diſpenſatiem, 
Popes have diſpenſed with Poligamy, Inceſt, Sodomy, whrreof 
D. Beard giveth inſtances mad. Mat v. 1. It ſhall Cacisfie me to 
give you the judgment of the Popes Caſuiſt, Naar. Enchirid, 
cap. 22. Sell. $4. Edit. Wirceburg. 1593, The Pope ( faith be) 
can diſpence with all prohibited degrees of Conſanguimty and 
Affinity, excepting only with che Conſanguinity inter aſcenden- 
tes & deſcendemes , as betwlxt the Father and his Daughter, and 
berwixt the Mother and her Son. And for Fornication, the 
ſentence of the Canon Law is famous, Dit. 34. Cap. 4. He that 
hath not a Wife , but inſtead of a Wife a Concubine, let him 
not be kept from the Communion. They have diſpenſed alſo 
with Per) ry, diſobedience to Magiſtrates , and Rebellion a- 

inſt lawful Princes 3 theſe Diſpenſations of Popes , Bernard 
in his time juſtly called Diſipations. Secondly, by Papel Zudnl- 
gence: : As Popes can diſpenſe with fins before they be com- 
mitted , ſo they can pardon them after they are committed. 
Who hath not heard of the Tana penitentiaria Apoſlolica f whe e- 
by fins are fer to ſale , and pardon granted for a little Money? 

ea, in it prices are ſet down for his Abſolution who hath kil- 
led his Father, Mother, Brother, or Wife , or that hach lain 
with his Mother, or Siſter. They who cannot have the Book 
it ſelf, may find a conſiderable account hereof in Henry Foulis 
his Preface to the Hiſtory of Remiſh Treaſons; where alſo he 
ſhews, how debonnaire and. frank Popes have been in giving 
Pardons for hundreds and thouſands of years ; and which is 
more, for ever and ever. Hence one of their own Monks could 


ſing ; 
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Romiſb Saxdity, 
Ci dederis Mercas, & iis impleuaris Arcs 
Culps ſalveriu, quaque liga$us n. 
If chou with Marks, will all their Arks, 
What e're thou doſt commit, 
By word or deed, thou ſhalt be freed, 
The Pope hath pardoned it. 

lu it not the cuſtom of ge to ſend abroad an infinite num- 
ber of Conſectated Crucifixes , Medals , agu Dei's, Holy 
Grains, Beads, and ſuch like Traſh , that whoſoever wears any 
of them, if he beat the point of death, and ſay bat in bis 
heart the Name of Jeſus, he ſhall have a — and full re- 
miſſion of all his ſins ? Beſides the for Indulgences 
at Rome , have they not Prieſts and Jeſuits, like ſo many traf- 
ficking Pedlers venting theſe unlucky wares in all places ? Do 
they not hereby open a door to all licentiouſneſs ? Who would 
fear to commit fin, when Patdou may be obtained at fo low 2 
cate? Thirdly, by impoſing upon infinite numbers of perſons in Or- 
devs , and in Votariesthe nec of bving in Gelibate , whether they 
bave # gift of Continency, or not; yea, by teaching them openly, 
chat it's better to torvicate than marry. So Bell. C. 2 de Me- 
nacb. cap. 30. Sed. ſed adferemns; and the Rem on 1 Cor. 7. 
Sc. How this hath filled the world with filthineſs, I hinted a 
little before from their own Authors, inſomuch that Coſſander 

rofeſſed , Conſult. Art. 23. that not one of a hundred of their 

onks, Prieſts, or Nuns, lived chaſte. Fourthly , by the Do- 
drine of Venial Sins , teaching people to have low thoughts of 
fin , as if there were ſome fins which of their own nature did 
not deſerve Hell fire; whar-will make people bolder on fin 
than this? Fiſthly, by their Iwplicit Faith, and by prohibiting 
the multitude to read the Scriptures , they do nouriſh Igno- 
rance, which is botha fin it felf, and the cauſe of more fin. 
And ſixthly , not to zud more, have not the Popiſh Caſuiſts, 
eſpecially Jeſuirs, by their Derive of Probebler . and regulating of 
their intentions , taught a way LOW to commit Villanies withollt 
ſin , at leaſt a Mortal ſin if this be not to open a Gat: to im- 
piety , thoſe who have any ſenſe of the true fear of God may 


Nag. | 
R Inſtance 4. Popery contradifts the Great Def gn of the Goſpel, 
which is to ſet forth ſeſus Chriſt as our compieat Saviour. For 
firſt, it reaches that Chr iſt bas not E for all our ſues , but that 
44 2 we 
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we our ſelves muſt ſatisfie , either here, or in Purgatory , not 
only for the puniſhment due to theſe ſins which they call Ve- 
nial , but alſo for the remporal puniſhment due to Mortal firs; 
yea Ruardus Tapperns, as Fell. teſtifies lib. 4. de penit, cop. 1. adds, 
that we may make ſatiſſallien to God for the fin it ſelf, and the cter- 
nal puniſhment due thereto, Secondly, Popery teaches, if we may 
belicve the Rhemiſts Annot. in 2 Tim. 4. . that good works art truly 
and properly meritorious , and ful worthy of eternal life ; and that 
thereupon Heaven is the due, and flit ftipend, Crown, or recompence, 
which God by bis Fuſtice oweth to the perſons 7 working 3 inſomuch 
that they ſpare not to ſay, Annor. in Heb. 6. 10. that God wou, be 
unjuſt if be rendred not Heaven for the ſame. To the like purpoſe 
they ſpeak Annet. in 1 Cor. 3. 8. Are not theſe impious Do- 
Arines highly injurious to our Bleſſed Redeemer ? For if he 
hath ſatished fully for all our fins, and merited Heaven fully 
for us, there is no place left for our Merits, or ſatisfation. 
Aud to ſet up humane merits and ſatis factions, is toaccuſe the 
ſatis faction and Merits of Chriſt of imperfetion. It's but a 
ridiculous and impious evaſion of Papiſts , that they derogate 
nothing from Chriſt by their ſatisfactions and merits , becauſe 
Chriſt purchaſed to them Grace to ſatis ſie, and Merit. For be- 
ſides , that this is a meer figment , and precarious Aſſertion, 
without a ſhadow of ground from Scripture , it carries a re- 
pugnancy in its own boſom ; for if humane ſatisfactions flow 
from Grace purchaſed 1 ds they are not proper ſatisſacti- 
ons, ſeeing theſe muſt be ex propriis, & indebitis , of that which 
is our own, and not due to him to whom the ſatisfaction is 
made; beſides ſatisfactions muſt be ad equalitatem , equal to 
to the injury done : Now can any thing done by us be equal 
to the offence of the infinite Majeſty of God? Hence Bell. 
Lib. 4. de penit, cap. 7. wreſtles with his own Conſcience, and 
ſpeaks manifeſt contradictions as to that thing; as Dalleus de- 
monſtrates , Lib. 3. de ſatisfac. & penit. cap. 3. We ſatifie , faith 
he , «nd ſatisfie not; our works ave equal to the inju/y, and not equal ; 
they are our own, and wot our own. Thirdly , Popery teaches that 
we are not juſtified by the imputed righteouſneſs of Chrilt , but by in- 
berent righteouſneſs. Let any judge if we do not aſcribe more 
honour to Jeſus, who acknowledge the righteouſneſs of Chrilt 
to be the ſole ground of our Juſtification , or they who make 
it a righteouſneſs inherent in us; by Bellarmin's rr. 
ib. 6. 
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C3. 5. dt Juſtif. cap. 7. Tutiſlaum in ſols miſericordis Dei 
eſcere, it's ſafeſt to repoſe our ſole confidence in the Mercy of 
od. Fourthly, Popery, at leaft in the ſeſuit ſenſe, ſu the 
efficacy of converting Crace from the Free-will of man, which may 
make leſs Grace efficacious , when ſtronger proves inefficaci- 
ous. Sd expreſly Mina, and other Jeſuits , which gives man 
occaſion to glory, as if he had made himſelf to differ from a- 
nother. This vanity is not only redargued by Auſtin , de bone 
perſcver. cap. 6. but alſo by their own Caſſander , Cinſult. de Lib, 
Arb. This, ſaith he, is the part of a godly-minded man, to attribute 
nothing to bimſelf , but all to Gods Grace, &c. There be many o- 
ther Popiſh Doctrines injurious to our Redeemer , as that of 
Supererogation, Interceſſion of Saints in the ſtrength of their 
Merits, &. 

Inſtance 5. Popery, eſpecially Jeſuitiſm, openly teaches, and 
juffifies many impious pradlices deſtru ive 10 bumane nature. I hint on- 
ly at three of them ; viz: 1, Equivocation; 2. Perfidiouſneſs ; and 
3. Rebellion agen Princes, I (ay firſt Equivocation , Tolet Infirud. 
Sacerd. lib. 4. cap. 21. Num. 5, G. ſaith , that « man may not only af- 
firm, put alſo ſwear « known untruth , provided be bave but the wit to 
bave « ſecret Mental Reſervation , to compound # true Propoſition of 
what is ſpoken, and what be thinks : As for example, an Adultereſs may 
without fin, not only affirm to ber Hutband, but alſo ſwear ſhe never knew 
ber Par amour, with this ſecret reſervation, to make it known to ber Huſ- 
band. The fame is taught by many more of their approved Au- 
thors , Zenches, Par fn Left Valentia, Becan , the ſeſuit with 
the long name Andreas Endemon Joannes, &c. when Garnet, the 
Provincial of the Jeſuits , was convicted by — es of ma- 
nifold rications upon Oath, he juſtified what he had 
done uſe he had made uſe of his Mental Reſervations ; of 
which ſee Hoſpin. lib. 3. Hil. Jeſuit. cap: 4. fol. 168, 169. What 
converſe can be with men of ſuch a Principle? Though this 
Doctrine of Equivocations be not yet formed into a Decree 3 
yet when it is ſo publickly and frequently taught by the moſt 
famed Doctors of the Romiſh Communion, and no cenſure put 
upon it, whether it may not be charged on the Church, thoſe 
that are unbyaſſed may judge. Secondly Perfidiouſneſs, eſpecially 
in their dealings with thoſe they bold fer Hereticky. Jebn Huſs, whom 
they Martyred at the Council of Conftaxce, contrary to a — 


miſe of ſafe Conduct given by the Emperour Sigi mund, had ex- 
perierce 
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perience beroof Hence Simexce luſflit. Cathol. Tis. $6, Num. $2, 

25 cited by Crehemtborp Defenſ. Kccleſ. Anclic. Cap. 2755 2 
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new fit , bur alſo confirms it by the 
of Caan, and by Aquinas , Crak » ibid. reports fr 
Cc Lib. $. Hift. Haft. of a Letter of Martin the Fi 
to Alexander, Duke of Luna, wherein the Pope thus writes f 
Seits te dare fidem Hereticis won potuiſe, & peccare te mortaliter , ſi 


ſervabis ; that is, know that Faith cannot be given to Hereticks, 


and that it's a mortal ſin to keep it. And Vrbas the Sixth pro- 
claimed as much in a publick Bull, which Crekentborp cap. cit. 
Sed. 6. tranſcribes , from an Autheatick Manuſcript thereof, 
out of Sir Nubert Cotten's Bibliothec; perhaps it's on this ac- 
count, that ſome Romaniſts ſay , they do not maintain that 
Faith is not to be kept to Hereticks , becauſe , according to 
them, Faith cannot be given to them I added thirdly, that Fe- 
pery teaches Rebeition ag aim/t Princes. I ſhall not blot Paper bete 
with che Poſitions of private Doctors, as Bell. lib, 8. de Pontif, 
cap. 7. Non licet Chriflianis tolerare, it is not law/ul for Chritians to 
tolerate « King that is an Infidel , or an Heretick, if be endeavour to 
dr aw bis Subjets to Herefie , or Infidelity ; or that of Tolet. Inſtrud. 
Sacerd. lb. 1. cap. 13. & long & the Prince continueth Excommuni- 
cate, the Subjels ave freed from the Oath of Subjetion. But to leave 
particular Authors; did not Greg. the Seventh ir up Rudolph 
of Suevia to rebel againit Henry the Fourth the Emperour ? 
Did not Paul the Third Excommunicate Hen the Eighth of 
England , and command his Subjects to take Arms againſt him? 
Did not Pia the Fifth excommunicate Queen Elizabeth, and ab- 
folve her Subjects from their —— ? Pope Paul the Filth 
did no leſs to the State of Venice, by the Fulminations of his 
Interdi& , pronouncing all excommunicate who ſhould obey 
them. The Commonwealth of Lucca ſuffered the like from 
Urban the Eighth, as alſo Odeards Farncſe Duke of Parms. 
Whereupon the Author of the Hiſt. of Card. Part. 1. Lö. 1. 
Pag. 18. affirms that Nero, Heliogabulus, Targquin, Caligula, and 
Dionyſius, arrived never at that height of Tyranny , which the 
Popes of Rome have come to, in dividing Princes and their Sub- 
jects. If it be asked, whether Popiſh Councils have owned 
ſuch Principles ; yea, in their firſt General Council at Lyens, 
Ann 1245. under Pope Innecent 4. Frederick the Second is — 
* 


** 


eit Su 
ved by Nope aud Council of his Emplie, and dis Subjotts a 
ſolved rom their Allegiance. The Lator Council, m 1213 
under Pope uc 3. cap. 3. decrees, If 7 
left w purge bis Territarics of thoſe whom the 7 
uche, be bal be excommunicated by the Metropolitan , ö 
— the Pepe may abſolve bis — — Alegre, 
end expnſc bis Land to be ſeized upon by Catbelicks. And the Coun- 
cil of Conſtence Seff, 45. crdains all Hereticks of whatſoever Dignity, 
P-rriarchal, Art biepiſcopal, Regal, Keginal, 10 be interdized and de- 
prived. When Simus the Fifth chandered out his Bulls againſt 
the King of Naver, afterwards called Fourth of 
France, and the Prince of Conde , depriving t not of 
theit Lands and Dignities, bur alſo of the right of ſuc n 
to the French Crown, abſolving Subjects from their obedi- 
ence ; he dechares be did this to them according to che Ca» 
nons : Conſcquenely theſe rebellions Principles are not only 
the ſentiments of private Doctors, but authorized by the Ro- 
miſh Church. Vet Iwill not fix this imputation all Ro- 
maniſts . tor all have not Learned theſe deprhs of . 

Bur becauſe I added in the Aſſumption, that more eſpeci- 
ally the Popiſh Religion, as maintained by its, reaches 
moſt impious things againſt both the Tables of the Law of 
God ; hereof abundant examples may be bad from the Provin- 
cial Letters of Momelt , and rhe Jeſtuies Morals , collected by 
Doctor of Sara, and Pyreterbnice Loyolans cap. 3. Sed. 2. pag. 
38. &c. I only coliect from them a few particulars. 

As 1. That Jeſtirs hold mer it's that men love God once 
before they dir; that we ave not ſo commanded v6 love God , as 
not fo bate bim ; yea, that a man may be ſaved without ever loving 
God : That this ts taught by Jeſuirs, eſpecially by Sirmondas, is 
ſhewed Provinc. Epif. 10. and in notis Wendroky ad ERH. 10. and 
by the Author of the Feſuits Morals , Lib, 2. Furt. 2, Cap. 2. 
Art 


„1. 

Secondly , that a may le ſaved without Comtrition ; that - 
trition or ſorrow for fin o of fear of Hell, rheangh only genera! with- 
out vr flexion on perticaler ſus; , though without intention of de- 
grees, and though of ert continuance , but for one mam, yet if 
zoned with Sacerdotal Abſolution , may be ſufficient for the A. of 
fix. And this Eſcobor holds out, not only as one of their proba- 
ble Do@rines, bur as 4 Cerca truch, Wr 
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 Feſuit S anflity, 
dr Sar. yenit, Sel. 1. cop. 5. and — N Cone 
of Tem, Se. 14. cap. 6, 7. yea 10. ſhews from 

40 — „that chey hold Contrition to be hurtful to 
the Sacrament of Penance; for Contrition blotting out fin ef 
it ſelf, leaves nothing to be done by the Sacrament of pe- 
nance, [Eſcobar affirms as much on the matter lib. 14, de Sacrom, 
ſown Sets. 2. Probl. 26. Num. 125. of the impious Doctrines of 


ſuits concerning repentance ; ſee che Author of the Jeſuits 
diſcourſing at length, Ab. 2. Part. 1. Cap. 2. Art. 1. 

Thirdly , that Feſuits allow borrid 1dolatry, yea and witcberafi; 
particularly that they allowed their — ited Chriſtiaus in 
Ubina, = f the ladies, to joyn in Heatheniſh Idolatry, by this 
ſubtil evaſion of hiding under their Cloaths an Image of 
Chriſt , to which they might by a Mental Reſervation dire& 
theſe publick Adorations which they gave to the Heatheniſh I- 
dols , Cacbim, Cboan, and eum Fucum. This Montalt proves to 
be done by them Epift. 5. and that it's lawful to uſe Charms, to con- 
ſult Conjurers ; thats the diligence of an expert urer in Diabolical 
Arts is worthy of areward. This the Author of the Jeſuits Mo- 
vals lib. 2, Part. 2. cap. 2. Art. 1. Peynt. 4. peg. 289. proves from 
T ewbourin, Zeanchez,and Sandlius, and M Epift. Provine. 8. 

Fourthly , Jeſuirs excuſe and extenuate the of ſwearing, bla- 
„as is ſhewed copiouſly in the Jeſuits Morals, peg. 291. 
o ſwear — unconcernedly, is only a venial fin, faith 
Zancben; yea, the Author of Fyretech. Leyol. pag. 40. ſays, they 
bold it to be A leſs fin than to ext an Egg in Lent i that to call God to 
be witneſs to a little ſye, doth not deſerve demnetion ; that by the Bul- 
la Cruciata a man may be diſpenſed with the Vow be bath made not to 
commit Fernication, or any other fin. ' 
— — have ſo little regard to the Spiritual Wor- 
ſhip of „ thet they affirm that it b that 4 man be bedily 
2 though be be abjont as to bis mind, pro- 
viding be bebave bimſelf with external reverence, This Montalt Epift. 
— — from Gaſpar Hurtadus, Conink; yea brings in 
Vaſquez, and Eſcober granting, that a man may ſatisfie the Com- 
mand concerning the Worſhip of God, though he come wich 
| ve intentions not to attend the Worſhip of Cod, ſed li- 


noſe aſpiciendi feminas. | 
Sixthly , Feſuits 3 which Children owe to Parents. 
Tambourin and Coftre-Pales, cited by the Author of the — 
Oral, 


Morals, peg, 298. affirm, that « Child may defign the death of © 
Parent, that be may ſucceed to the Inheritance ; and Inferiours may 
long for the death of Superiours, to obtain their places, and they can al- 
low Children to marry without the conſent of Parents. I will here 
tranſeribe trom the Jeſuits Morals , pag. 300. the words of je- 
ſuit Tambourin, as to this caſe, how he goes over the Belly of 
Scripture, Fathers, and Popes; though, faith Teambourin, hes 
Euariſtus have ordained thata Daughter ſhould not be held for 
a married Wife, if her Father agreed not to the Marriage; 
though Pope S. Leo and 8. Ambroſe (ay , that it's not becoming 
the modeſty of a Virgin to chuſe an Husband, but that ſhe 
ought to attend on her Fathers judgment. Though in the ho- 
ly Scripture this charge be laid upon Fathers, that Daughters 
be given in Marriage by them, though many examples of Saints 
do bew this mauiteſtly, yet [ anſwer (faith he) with Sanchez, 
that theſe , and ſuch like , prove well, that it's very commendable for 
them to dem amn i their Fathers advice, but not that they in not doing 
ſo , fall into the barrible diſorder of mortal fin. Thus Jeſuits inſo- 
lently elude Scriptures, and Fathers, to countenance diſobe- 
dience and impudence in children, and to favour Rapes and 
Clandeſtine Marriages, 

Seveuthly , Feſuts, contrary to the ſixth Command, authorize moſt 
bloody murtbers ; as that a man who could eſcape by flying, may 
kill another, who intends to aſſault bim for his life. So Leſfus 
de Jul. & Fur. lib. 2. cap. 9. dub. 8. Num. 44, 45. yea, that be 
may kill for 4 box in the ear, for reproachtul words, or geſtures, albeit 
the Crimes objeded be true: So Leſſius ibid. dub. 12. num. 7. 8. $1. 
or for the de ſence of bis gent, were it but for an Apple, or a Crown, 
if this ſhould occaſion reproach or diſgrace. That this is the Do- 
ctrine of Amicus, and other Teſuirs , is ſhzwed by the Author of 
the Jeſuits Morals , pag. 312. Cc. 

Eighthly , Contrary ts» the ſeventh Command ; they teach , that 
though a women were ſenſ ble what en i effeft ber vain and gorgeous 
Dreſſes would work, on the Bodies and & u of thoſe that ſhould ſee ber, 
yet were it no fin at all to make uſe rbereof ; as Montalt Epit.9, ſhews 
from Eſcobar, and Baunins ; and the Author of the Jeſuits Mo- 
rals, pag. 334. brings n Tambonrin, Azorms, and Fagundez al- 
ſerting , that there my be invincible ignorance in ſome, of the Precept, 
which forbids Fornicati.n; ah conſequently. according to theſe 
Authors, it may be pract ſed by N innoceatly , and without 
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n. And . 7, $. he cites i, Tolet, Jane and Eſce- 
ber — . LL for iy and other ends, may 1 
red and rejoxced in. I bluſh to relate the filthy caſes, and impious 
deciſions of that Jeſuited Caſuiſt Diana reſotut. Moral, Part. 2. 
trad. 17: reſolut. 3), 38. 

Ninthly , Contrary to the eighth Command , Feſuits teach and ap- 
prove thefrums profilices , Emmanuel $a. verbo furtum, pag. 262, 


make Simoniacal tranſactions without fin, by ordering of the 
intentions, as is ſhewed in Pyrotecbnits Loyolans, pag. 44. 

I only add tenthly , that Jeſuits teach groſs violations of the 
ninth Command , not _ by their equivocations 5 and mental 


reſervations, at which I hinted before , but alſo by aying, that 
it is allowable rodefame an Adverſary, by charging him with 
crimes whereof he is not guilty . as is ſhewed by Montelt Epi#. 
15. Theſe Principles of Lying being inſtilled by Jeſuits into 
the Empereſſes Ladies, the whole Court was put into a com- 
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baſtion by falſe reports, until Luivogs the Capucin convinced 
the Empreſs of theſe pernicious lying Principles of Jeſuics. 
Time would fail me in reckoning forth the impious Do&rines 
of ſeſuits; theſe few hints, I hope, may ſuffice to demon- 
ſtrate, that the Doctrines of Popery , and moreeſpecially as 
maintained by Jeſuits , have a Native tendency to impiety. 
Well did clig Apoſtle 2 Theſ. 2. term it « Myſtery of Iniquity. 

The PhatHaical Cob-webs of pretended Piety wherewith 
this Pamphleter from pag. 199, would commend their Religi- 
on, are eaſily ſwept away. 

As 1. He talks of the glorious Temples and Hoſpitals, &c. which 
they bave built. Have not Heathens and Mahumetans done the 
like? How glorious was the Temple of Diana at ? 
How ſtately are the Moſche's of Mahumetans at Conftentinopie ? 
Did not Hered build the Temple of Jeruſalem with ſuch 
nificence, that ſome think it did exceed the glory of $ 
Temple ? Didnot Phariſees build the Monuments of the Pro- 

hets ? Is it not ſaid of Apoſtate Iſrael, Hoſ. 8. 14. he hath 
orgotten his Maker, and buildeth Temples ? Doth he not 
remember, that the ſame Objection was made of old both by 
Heathens againſt Chriſtians , and by Arrians againſt the Or- 
thodox ? Ina word , therefore we do allow comely Edifices 
for the Worſhip of God, and endowments for pious uſes. It's 
the obſervation of that Learned and Ingenuous Perſon Doctor 
Don Serm. on Matth. 5. 16. that there have been more endow- 
ments for pious uſes in this laſt Cenrury ſince the Reformation 
in England , than was in any one Century when Popery pre- 
vailed; only this I muſt add, it's not curious Fabricks , but 
pure Doctrine, and ſpiritual worſhip, which do demonſtrate a 
true Church; but Popiſh Temples are full of Idols, Superſti- 
tion, and Idolatry. _ 

He objects ſecondly , they baus thouſands of Monks who bave re< 
nounced the world , and bvechaſtl, and contems riches and pleaſures ; 
and ſo have Mahumetaus their Votaries, and Recluſes. I be- 
lieve it will trouble Romanilts to give a Scripture Warrant, or 
Preſident, from the firſt times of the Goſpel Church, for - 
thoſe who could be uſeful to the Church, to ſhur themſelves up 
in Cells from all converſe with men; Who knows not how un- 
like the Monaſtick life at this preſent in the Romiſh Church, is 
from that which at length 285 into the Church in ancient 
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times; yet we ſhould not ſo much blame them who betake 
themſelves to Monaſtick retirements, if they gave themſe lies 
to the ſerious ſtudy of Mortification, and to the true exerciſe 
of Religious Duties preſcribed in the holy Scriptures. But 
the devotion of Romiſh Monks is for moſt part meer Super- 
ſtition, conſiſting in the obſervation of ſome Rules invented 
by ſuperſtitious perſons , as Francis, Dominick, &c. What im- 
dety is ated under a pretence of Monaſtick auſterity, I hinted 
— Now let any conſider what great Mortification it Is, 
under a pretence of Poverty, to go into ſtately Palaces endu- 
ed with rich Revenues ? under a pretence of Faſting , co feed 
on ſach chear, as a Senſual Epicure would prefer before ſump- 
tuous Feaſts ? under a pretence of Chaſtity, to Vow againſt 
Marriage , which is Gods Ordinance, but not againſt other 
fleſhly impurities ? Hence Bell. gives this reaſon why it's leſs 
fin for a Prieſt to Fornicate than Marry, becauſe by Marrying 
he violates the Vow of Contineney , implying they vo not 
againſt Concubines. Laſtly , many who retire to Monaſteries, 
do it either on a tedium of worldly buſineſs , or diſcontent, or 
ſuperſtitiouſly, to expiate ſome atrocious crime, deſperatis fa» 
cit Monachum. 
But thirdly, ſays he, they bave Saints, as Gregori's, and Leo's, 
and Czleſtin's. &c. But who gave their Pope power of Cano- 
nizing Saints ? Is not this —— unknown to Antiqui- 
ty? How can the Pope infallibly know the Sanctity of others, 
when he cannot be ſure of his own? Nay, have not many of 
them lived like incarnate Devils? Have they ror Canonized 
ſome for Money? others to promote ſuperſtitious ends, yea 
ſome who never were? Do not their own Authors, ſuch as 
Cardinal Cajetan , queſtion the Popes Infallibiliry in Canoni- 
Zing, r. I ſuppoſe he will not fay all their Pope Leo's and 
Gregori's were Saints. I believe nor Greg. the Second, who pro- 
nounced Hezekiab an Heretick for breaking of the Brazen Ser- 
pent ; nor Greg. 9. who tyrannized over Frederick the Second. 
Who may not paſs for a Saint among them, ſeeing Greg. 7. that 
Brand of Hell, has 2 — in their Calendar, why have they 
not added Leo the Tenth, no looked on the Goſpel as a Fa- 
ble, to bear him company? As for Celeſtin's ; was that Sandti- 
ty or — 2 in Celeftine the Fifth, to he cheated by B/ uiſace 
the Eighth out of the Popedom to an Hermitage? But Bnifece 
feiring 


fearing he might revoke that Sanity , ſhut him up in Priſon? 
vere he died for diſpleaſure that he had been fooled out of 
the Papacy. 

But fourthly . He pitches on ſome real Saints , as Chryſoltom, 
Ambroſe, Auſtin, and 36 ancient Bif-ops of Rome that were Mar- 
ty's. I grant theſe were Saints, but none of them Papiſts, more 
than the Prophets were Phariſees , though the Phariſees built 
their Tombs. Vea, nor was Bernard, though he lived in late 
and corrupt times, a Romaniſt of the late Edition; he did 
not approve the whole Syſteme of the now Tridentine Faith, 
though he eſcaped not altogether the Contagion of the times 
he lived in; he was indeed a Monk, and in many things ſu- 

rſtitious, yet nota through-paced Papiſt, as is ſhewed by 
D. Francis White in defence ot his Brother D. Fobn White againſt 
T. V. P. Pap. 313, 314. and in ꝓarticular, that he held the 
(ufficiency of the Scriptures without Traditions, Juſtification 
by Faith alone, that our works do not merit of condignity, 
that no man is able to keep the Law perfectly, that a juſt mau 
may through mercy be aſſured of Grace, that there is no ſuch 
Free-will in fallen man as Jeſuics aſſert, and that he ſtood a- 
gainſt the pride of the Pope, and the Immaculate Conception 
of the Virgin Mary. To theſe , which D. Jobn White had con- 
firmed from Bernards writings , D. Francis adds divers other 
points, as that he held the Euchariſt. is to be a Commemora- 
tive Sacrifice, that he taught uot Adoration of Images, that 
he believed Habitual Concupiſcence-to be-a ſin, and that he 
maintained the Authority and Preheminence of the Civil Ma- 
giſtrate, and the ſubſection of the Apoſtles , aud of all Eccle- 
faſticks to his Juriſdiftion, 

This third and laſt Note of the Church, taken from Sanctity, 
might be inverted as the former hath been, not only from the 
Identity of our Religion with the Apoſtolick Religion, which 
is the only truly holy Religion, but allo by appealing our Ad- 
verſaries, to pitch upon one Article agreed on in the Harmo- 
ny of Confeſſions, which hath not a tendency to Holineſs. And 
laſtly, by putting all to it, who have but ſo much .indifferency 
as to be ingenuous , if the Reformed Churches have not al- 
ways afforded multitude of ſerious, nnblimeable and devout 
perſors. 

By this time, I hope, it may appear, that the Pamphleters 
three 
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three Notes of the Church, Miracles, Converſion of Infidels, 
and Sanctity of Life, make nothing for the Catholiciſm of the 
Romiſh Church, but prove convincingly the truth of the Re- 
formed Church. Had he brought the reſt of Bellarmin's Notes, 
he ſhouſd have found them to be as little for his advantage. 


SECT. LV. 


A touch of the Pampblet:rs bints at two other Notes of their Church, 
viz. the Title of Cathdlick,, and Succeſſion. 


E ſuar les paſſingly pag. 201, 202. at the Name of Catholich , 

as if the Argument held from names to things: Do not 

falſe Prophets, falſe Apoſtles, and falſe gods, aſſume the names 
of true Prophets, Apoſtles, and of the true God? Was not 
Simon Magus Ad. 8. 10. called the Power of God? Did not 
Mabomet call himſelf the Great Prophet, and his Diſciples 
Muſſelmans , that is, ſound believers, and Abdullam, or the ſer- 
vants of God ? Hath not the Title of Catholick been aſſumed 
by Novatians , as Witneſſeth Cyprian Epiſt. 73. by Denatiffs, as te- 
ſtifies Autin in Brevic, collat. col. 3. diei cap. 2. yea by all Here- 
ticks, if we believe Ladant. Inſtit, lib. 4. cap. 30. and Auſtin 
contra Epift. Fundamenti cap. 4. The Orthodox alſo are ready 
ſometimes to indulge Hereticks with the ſplendid names which 
they vainly aſſume to themſelves , as ſome were called A- 
lici, ſome Angelici, others Gnoftici, &c. beſides it's queſtioned, 
whether the Chriſtian Church was always adorned with the 
Title of Catholick ; the contrary ſeems to be yielded by Pa- 
ciams Epiſt. 1. 4d Sempron. and D. Pearſon on the Creed, Art. 9. 
brings great Authorities to prove, that in aucient Editions of 
the Apoſtolick Creed, eſpecially in the Roman and Weſtern 
Church, this Epithete Catbolick was not added to the Church. 
However, ſure I am, the Title of Catbolick, without the true 
Catholick Faith, is but magni nominis umbra. Certainly the Ro- 
man Church is not the Catholick, if either the Catholick 
Church be taken for the Orthodox Church, in which ſenſe the 
Fathers termed particular Churches Catholick , as that of 
Smy na in Euſeb, Hift. lib. 4. cap. 15, that of Nezianzum , and 
many others, in Greg. Nazianzens latter will. But the Roman 
being groſly Heterodox , as hath been proved, is not Catho- 
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lick in this ſenſe ; nor is ſhe Catholick , if the Catholick and 
Univerſal be the ſame , the Roman being bur a part , and leſſer 
part of Chriſtendom , the greater and ſounder E at this 
day, renouncing Communion with her; yea, Papiſts call chem- 
ſelves Cathelicks with a term diſdinuent, Catbolick Romans ; i. e. 
Catholicks, not Catholicks, or Schiſmatical Catholicks , who 
being but a part of the Catholick Church, would Monopolize 
Catholiciſm to themſelves alone. When therefore Proteſtants 
call Romaniſts Catholicks, they do as when they call the Turks 
Muſſelmans , becauſe they aſſume theſe Titles, though unde- 
ſervedly, to themſelves. That of Pacianus in the forecited E- 
piſtle is very remarkable; Novetianos audio de Novato, aut Nove- 
tiano vocari , Sedam tamen in his, non nomen incuſo: Nec Montan 
aliquis aut Pbrygibus nomen objecit. 

As inſignificant is his other hint, pag. 202. at the pretended per- 
petual Succeſſion of Paſtors in the Remmn Church from the Ape tles. 
For Succeſſion meerly perſonal , and local, if it be not alfo 
Doctrinal, cannot prove a true Church. Hence ben. lib, 4. cap. 
43. joyns, Crum Epiſcopatus Succeſſione chariſma veritatis ; i. e. the 
giſt of Truth with ſucceſſion ; and Epiphan. Hereſ. 55. teaches, 
that now we are chiefly to enquire after ſucceſſiones Dofiring, i.e. 
the ſucceſſion of Doctrine; and Tertull. de Preſcript. contre He- 
ret. cap. 32. faith , Though Hereticks ſhould pretend « Succeſſion of 
Biſhops ,»yet the diverſity of therr Dofirine from the Doctrine of Apo- 


files , will prove them not to be of Apoſialical deſcent.” And again, al- 


beit ſome Churches could inſtarce no Apoſtles , or Apoſtolick 
perſons from whom they are defcended, temen in eadem fide 
conſpirantes , yet being found to have the ſame Faith, —— 
deputantur pro conſanguinitate Doctrine, they are accounted Apo- 
ſtolick, becauſe of the conſanguinity of Doctrine. Excellent - 
ly faid Ne lange Orat. 21. e yy Fury rG pur xl ener 
Nam ef ui drnvgerty, ul due Tpeondyres, 3 Is Enadbies ix 
MN; i. e. He who profeſſed the ſame Dotirine of Faith, bath an 
imereſt in the ſame I brone er See; but be that defends comrary Do- 
Orine, is Adverſary to the See ; for this latter bath but the name of Suc- 
ceſſion”, but the other the truth and reality thereof, * What need 1 
more , ſeeing their own Learned Stapleton, Contrev, 1. 9.4. art. a. 
Netob. 8. confeſſeth , that bare perſonal and local Succeſſion 
is not a ſure Note of the true and Orthodox Church. And 
ſurely we. cannot conclude from it the being of the Church, 
either 
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either affirmatively, or negatively ; not affirmatively; by Bell, 
his confeſſion , lib. 4. de Eccleſ. cap. 8. for when Arrianiim o- 
verſpread the Oriental Churches, they had a perſonal and lo- 
cal (ſucceſſion of Biihops 3 nor yet negatively , as it they were 
no Churches, where perſonal ſucceſſion is — , elſe the 
firſt Apoltolick Church which ſucceeded to none, had been ng 
true Church; yea, there ſhould hardly be a Church to day up- 
on the Face of the Earth , there hardly being a Church found - 
ed by the Apoſtles, in which, alas for pity ! the Lyn of Succeſ- 
ſion hath not ſome time or other been perturbed with the in- 
ter vention of Hereſie , the Roman not excepted, Greg. de V a- 
lentis Tom, 3. Diſp. 1. J. f. pund. 6. acknowledges ſome Do- 
Arines of Faich, either thorough negligence, errour , or 
wickedne(s of men, may for a time be as buried, which after- 
ward thorough the Churches diligence may be revived. 

But as for the Roman Church', ſhe hath neither Doctrinal 
nor Perſonal Succeſſion ; not Doctrinal, as I have proved 
cap. 7. yea it will be hard to prove, that the Complex of their 
preſent Religion is elder than the Council of Trent. Nor Per- 
ſonal : Is it not evident from Hiſtory, that (ome have taken the 
Papal Chair by Force, ſome by Fraud, ſome by Simony, ſome 
by Magical Arts, yea and ſome of them have been openly He- 
retical, as Romaniſts themſelves reckon Hereſie, if Arrians, 
Neftorians , Montaniſts, Eutychians, Monothelites be Hereticks, 
Hereof we gave a couch Cap. 2. Sed. 2. Arg. 3. Sure I am che 
reſt of the Patriarchs of Conftantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and 

eruſalem, can inſtru a perſonal Succeſhon no leſs than Rene. 
xcellently did one compare the Pope of Rome pretending to 
ſucceed Peter, becauſe he fits in the Roman Chair, unto Vibiw 
Rufſw , of whom Xipbilinus in the Life of Dien reports, that 
becauſe he fat -»” Ceſar's Chair , therefore he gloried as 
if he had been Ceſar. | 

Thechief Cavils moved by Romaniſts againſt our Succeſſi- 
on, relate to the Call and Miſſion of our Reformers , and ſuc- 
ceeding Paſtors , which though this Pamphleter hath not 
touched, yer ſecing others lay ſo much ſtreſs upon them, and 
they may appear ſomewhat ſpecious to I: diſcerning per- 
ſons , I judged it might not be unfit briefly to reſolve the 
more impartant of them. 

Firſt they object this, The Call and Miſſion of our firſt Re- 


formers 
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mediate , and — 
9 „ me nnd het — 
nor med; „ there being none by whom 
mediate Miſſion, but mow Minifters of the , 
the moſt of ants bold to be Antichriſftian ; But 
true Church of Chriſt cannot receive their j 
Antichriſt ; ſuppoſing by this Argument the nullity of the Call of our 
Reformers 10 be evitied, .the nullity of ſucceeding Paſtors is alſo conclu- 
ded , at deriving their Miſſion from the firſt Reformers , and. ſo 4 non 
habentibus poteſtatem. Ves laftly, bence the nullity of all Prote- 
teſtant Churches is inferred , becauſe as Jerom contra Lucifer. pro- 
nounces , Eccleſia non eſt quz non habet Sacerdotem , It can be 
no Church that bath no» Miniftry. I know no Sophiſm wherein Ro- 
maniſts do more triumph, or the not penetrating the fallacy 
whereof, hath driven weak and leſs conſiderate Proteſtants up- 
on more Precipices. This one Cavil is more ſpecious than all 
our Pamphlerer (aid : But I ſhall not decline to grapple wich 
them, where their chief ſtrength doth lye. 
In diſcovery therefore of the fallacy of this Sophiſm, I ſhall 
begin at the laſt and chief inference of the nullity of the 
Church, from the nullicy of the Miniſtry, concerning which, 
I * theſe two diſtinctions. Firſt, where there is no Mi- 
niſtry, there is no Organical Church compleatly furniſhed with 
her Officers, it's granted; no Entitative Church, or no Socie- 
ty profeſſing the Catholick Faith, it's denied : elſe when the 
Miniſters and Officers of a Church are removed by death , the 
Church ſhould periſh ; but 4d. 14. 23. it's ſaid, the Apoſtles er- 
dained Elders in every Church ;, xr lee, where it ſeems to be 
ſuppoſed they were Churches, tor a time, without Paſtors.z 
that is, they were Societies of viſible Profeſſors of the Faith 
of Jeſus Chriſt. But take this other diſtinction, there is no 
Catholick Church without a Miniſtry , it's granted: no parti- 
cular Church, is denied. It's true, Epbeſ. 4.11,12, 13. there 
i3 2 promiſe of perpetuity of a Miniſtry in the Catholick 
Church, for the edifyiug of the body; but it's no where 
promiſed that part cular Churches ſhould never be deprived 
of their Paſtors for a time. And fo though theſe Churches, 
40. 14. for a time wanted Paſtors to take particular iuſpection 
of them, yet even then there were Paſturs in the Catholick 
Ccc Church, 
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Church, as the Apoſtles, and others 4 and this is all which e. 
ther Ferom in the place elted , or Cyprian Epit. 69. ina like te- 
ſtimony intended. From which I infer, though jc were grant- 
ed; which yet is ſplendidly falſe, that there were no law ful pa- 
ore in the Reformed Churches , yet the nullity of theſe 
Churches could not be concluded , but only a defet of need- 


ful Organs and Office-bearers , yea, though there were neither 


Paſtors in Reformed Churches, nor in the Roman, yet would 
it not follow , that the Catholick Church had no Paſtors , for 
the Cacholick Church extends ir ſelf far beyond them both. 

- But in the next place I examine their firſt medium , and (> o- 
verthrow all; it's a ſplendid falſhood, that the call of our Re- 
formers was null, for it had the Eſſentials requiſite to the call 
of Paſtors , conſequently ſucceeding Paſtors are ordained, 46 
bebentibus poteſtatom ; as to that Dilemme which hath been ſo of- 
ten canvaſed and confuted ; I anſwer , the Call of Reformer was 
wedizte and ordinary, and fo needed not extracrdi: ary Cre- 
dentials. They were not called to any new Function, or to 
preach auy new truths ;. whereas ſome have ſaid their Call was 
extraordinary. It is to be underſtood only quoad modum , non 
quoad ſubſtentiam ; or in regard of Heroick, and in ſome ſort, 
extraordinary endowments whergwich they were fitted for 
reviving collapſed truths, as is hrgely expounded by Veectim, 
lth. — * cauſ. Pap. dd. 2. cap. 24, and D. Pridrauzx de vecat. 
Minit. 9. 7. 

But it's urged, thet then they have bad their M fon from Miniers 

the Church of Rome, whom many Proteflants bed as Antichri- 

an, It's ily granted, and that withour the leaſt advan- 
— the Romith Intereſt, or derriment to the Reform -d Re- 
gion. 

por — . that are judicious herein, let theſe few 
things be conſi Aud firſt, Though all Proteſtants be 
not agreed that the latter Popes of Rome are the grand Anti- 
chriſt, yet they who ſpeak moſt mildly in the thing, camot 
but acknowledge that Romaniſts hold many Antichriſtiun Do- 
Arines, and that the ſpirit of Antichriſt hath long wro17hr in 
the chief Rulers of the Church of Rome , both in rezard of 
their Heretical Doctrines, eſpecially that of Papal Infall:bili- 
ty, then which not one can better ſerve the turn of Antichriſt, 
and of the exorbitant power uſurped by Popes, not only wy 
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all Biſhops , but alſ> over Kings, and whatſoever is called 
God. Sce of this D. Fern in his conſiderations of the Church 
of Exglend Reformed, cap. 4. Secondly, according to the prin- 
ciples of both theſe ( not only of them who hold the Pope 
to be a petit Antichriſt, and a Fore-runner of the Great One, 
but alſo of them who affirm him to be the Grand Antichriſt } 
our Lord under the Papal Tyranny preſerved a Church in 
theſe Weſtern parts, and conſequ _ reat truths, ſuch 
as the Trinity, and Incariation, the ſubſtantials of 
Ordinances , particularly of Baptiſm, and of Ordination, al- 
beit both of them were geh with additional corruptions; 
yet in evideſſce that the Reformed Churches held their Bap- 
tiſm and Ordination valid, they did not rebaptize, or reordain 
thoſe who- had been baptized , or ordained by the Church of 
Rome: Neither need any think ſtrange at this , who remember 
that it's predicted of the Great Antichriſt, 2 Theſ, 2.4. thet be 
ſhall fit in the Temple of God. From which it follows, that 
though Popes be the Great Antichriſt, yer Orders being one 
of theſe remains which God had preſerved under Antichriſts 
Uſurpation , Ortination conferred by Antichriſtian Miniſters 
(not in ſo far as Antichriſtian, but as retaining ſome of Chriſts 
oods) might be valid. Thirdly , I add, that in this che Wiſ- 
— and Goodneſs of God doth greatly appear, that under 
the prevalency of the — ranny of the Papal Faction, he would 
erve a Church, and thereby tranſmit to Poſtericy the Ho- 
y Scriptures , which did lucuſently diſcover the eorruptions 
of that Apoſtatized Church, and convey down orders to Mi- 
niſters , who by vertue of their Ordination were authorized 
and obliged to endeavour the Reformation of the Church. 
Fourthly , that our Reformers did nor ſet up a new Church, 
but did reform the old Apoſtatized Church; fo that there 
needed no new Ordination, or immediate Call, but only faith- 
fully eo improve the power given them in rheir Ordination, to 
ſhake off, and witneſs aga nſt the corraprions of that lapſed 
Church. And fifthly and Jaſtly, this muſt be added , though 
Ordination was clogged with corruptions at the time when 
our Reformers received Ordination in the Church of Rome, 
yet was not Ordination in the Romiſh Church by far ſo cor- 
rupt as now it is, for then Pope Pius the Fourth, his impious 
Oath, which he impoſed upon all perſons to be Ordained , was 
Cee 2 not 
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not contrived. By all this, I hope, it may appear, that our Re- 
formers Ordination was valid, though received by Romiſh 
Miniſters , and yet the Romiſh Party not vindicated from. An- 
tichri ſtianiſm. 

It's further objefted , that Proteſt anti look upon Romaniſts as He- 
reticks, and conſequently ought to look, upon Ordination from them as 
gull, Anſw. I hat ſequel is null; Do not Romaniſts maintain, 
that Orders imprint an indeleble character on the Soul, which 
neither Schiſm nor Hereſie can extinguiſh , and that Sacra-- 
ments conferred by Hereticks are valid, and particularly of 
this Sacrament ot Orders? Jeſuit Connick, Tom. 2. de Scam. 
diſp. 20. dub. 9. Nun. $4. concludes , Certum omnino eft Epiſco- 
pum Excommunicatum, Hereticum, & degradatum, valid conſerre er- 
dines ; i. e. It is altogether certain, that Orders conferred by a 
Biſhop Excommunicated, Heretical, and degraded , are valid. 
And — Proteſtants acknowledge no ſuch Sacrameutal cha- 
racter impreſſed on the Soul, yet they affirm that by Ording- 
tion a power is conferred , which is not utterly made void by 
every Schiſm or Hereſie ; ſo that though Schiſmaticks, or He- 
reticks, act irregularly in ordaining , yet Orders conferred by 
them are not null and void: Neither are they whom Schiſma- 
ticks or Hereticks ordain , bound in conſcience to propagate 
the Schiſm or Hereſies of thoſe who ordained them: yea, by 
relinquiſhing the Schiſm and Hereſies of their Ordainers , what. 
irregularity was in their Ordination is ſupplied, and they come 
into a capacity of conferring Orders regularly , which their 

iners abiding in Schiſm or Hereſie could not do. Hence 
it apparently follows , that though Romaniſts be boch Schiſ- 
matical and Heretical , and act irregularly. in conferring Or- 
ders , yet the Orders conferred by them to our Reformers, 
were not only valid, butalſo the Reformers, by relinquiſhing 
the Heretical Doctrines, and Schiſmatical principles and pra- 
Aices of the Church of Rome, and by owning the Catholick 
Truths oppugned by Romaniſts , had the defects and irregu- 
larity of their Ordination ſupplied. Thus Romaniſts them- 
ſelves anſwer concerning the Biſhops whom they own , who 
had been ordained by Cranmer in the time of Schiſm , as they 
call it, ſaying, they attained the regular uſe of their Orders 
by returning from Schiſm and Hereſie in Queen Mary's time, 
when they were reconciled to the Church of Reme; they ought 
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not then offend at us for making uſe of the ſame Reply to 
them. I ſhut up this Anſwer to this Objection with that ſay- 
ing of S. Au/tin,Epiſt. 165. Et ſi qui quam trad iter ſubrepfiſſet ; albeit 
ſome Traytot had crept into the Church (he means the Ro- 
man, in which too too many Judaſſes have been ſeen ſince that 
time) ub prejudicaret Ecclefie , aut Innocentibus Chriftianis , it 
ſhould nathing prejudice the Church, or Innocent Chri- 
ſtians. 

From pag. 203. to 207. be breaks forth into @ Flood of Tbraſo- 
nick Clamars , as void of truth, as of ſobriety ; as if Prote- 
ſtants acknowledged the ' Popiſh Church to be the moſt Ancient 
Church , and ever to bave poſſeſſed the greateſt part of the Chriſtian 
World , converting Nations , working Miracles, and that the Church 
before Luther ſhould bave been deſtitute of the true Letter and ſenſe 
of Scripture ; and thereupon vainly miſapplys to the Romi 
Church that word of Tertull. Olim poſſides , prior poſſideo. The 
falſhood of all theſe hath been already as copiouſly demon- 
ſtrated , as the nature of this Tractate would permit: And 
particularly it hath been ſhewed, that one of our great Excep- 
tions againſt the Popiſh Church is her Novelty , under a Mask 
of falſly pret Antiquity. That the Complex of their 
Trent Religion is latter than Luther, and that the truly Catho- 
lick Church continued in all Ages, having both the Letter 
and ſenſe of holy Scripture, and Subſtantials of Faith main- 
taining the ſame Religion , which the Reformed Churches do 
to this day; conſequently the Reformed Churches are truly 
2 part of that Catholick Church , from which Romaniſts do 
Schiſmatically ſeparate themſelves: Though Romaniſts had 
more Antiquity than they have , yet that of Tertull. lib. de Ve- 
land. Virg. Cap. 1. might ſtop their mouths , Nec veritati pre- 
ſcribere poteſt Spatium temporum , vel patrocinia perſonarum, vel pri- 
vilegis Regiomam. Neither length of time, nor Patrociny of 

rſons , nor priviledges of Countries , can preſcribe againſt 

ruth. 
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18. 4 Paſſſrin. 
SECT. V. 
4 Brief Reparty i bis Concluſory Knacks, 


He vain Knacks wherewith-he ſhuts up his Treatiſe , . 

207, 208. are ſolidly confuted to my hand, by Learned 

and Judicious Mr. Rait in his Vindication of the Proteſtant 

Religion, peg. 268, for with the ſame froathy talk his Adverſa- 

ry allo had concluded his Scriblings z It ſhall be enough chere- 
fire to me to make this Retorſion on Romaniſts. 

They have Faith without Verity, Unity of intereſt without 
Unity of judgment, a Catholick Church without Catholiciſm, 
excluding the greateſt part. of Chriſtendom, an Iufallible Judge 
defining contradictions, and make the Divine Law a Noſe of 
Wax; a Church with many Heads, Altars, and Sacrifices, with- 
out Divine Inſtitution, a Propitiatory Sacrifice, without 
ding of blood, yea, without a ſacrificing act, Image-worſhip, 
Be Sag Cuntd-worlh p, Relick-worſhi 2 
(if they ma believed) without Idolatry, raments with- 
out viſible ts, Sacraments ſo far from ſanAifying , that 
their moſt Religious perſons are obliged to vow abllinence 
from them, Specters of accidents without a ſubject, they eat 
and devour their Cod, they have devotion without under- 
ſtanding , performing holy things in an unknown Language; 
they bave Paſtors without — Communion without 
Communicants ; they maintain a ſinleſs perſection, yet teach 
manifeſt violations of the Law of God ; they cannot only me- 
rit Heaven by their works, but alſo ſupererrogate , yet in ma- 
ny things they offend all; the Satis faction of Chriſt, accord» 
ing to them, needs a ſupply of penal ſatisſactions, either in 
this lite, or in Purgatory ; the Efficacy of Grace depends on 
the beck of Free-will , and Eternal Ele&ion muſt be founded 
on the preſcience of mens good works, Popes have Apoſtohi- 
cal Function, but no immediate Miſſion , nor ſpeak they with 
Tongues, &c. they obtrude lying ſigns and wonders , yea, ri- 
diculous Fables , for real Miracles , the Enthuſiaſms of their 
popes for Divine Oracles, and bundles of Novelties under the 
Vizour of Antiquity ; many Books they hold for Canonical 
Scripture , which neither the Jewiſh nor Primitive C_ 
Churc 
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church did ever own. Ina word, they ſet up a Religion burt 
upon no Divine Authority, but upon Humane Traditions, and 
definitions of their Church, repugnant to Scripture , to Anti- 
quity, to Reaſon, and to the ſenſes of all the world, teaching 
impious Idolatry againſt God, and perfidiouſneſs to men, re- 
ceiving addition, or alteration, as the Grandees of the Romiſh 
Pation find moſt to cunduce for the Grandeur of the Pope, 
and [ntereſt of the Court ot Rome. 

But leſt I ſhould ſeem to ſay nothing to his Knacks, I an- 
ſwer firſt, we have both Faith and Unity , Faith grounded on ho- 
ly Scripture 3 and not only Unity in Fundamentals, which is 
neceſſary to the being of the Church Militant, but alſo in moſt 
of the Integrals of Religion, as may appear-by the harmony 
of Conteſſions; whereas they have neither true Faith nor Uni- 
ty ; for hardly do they diſagree from us in any thing , wherein 
they are not ſubdivided among themſelves, Secondly, we have 
borh a L and a Judge, a La better nor the Canon Law, the 
Divine Law of holy Scriptures , a Judge both Celeſtial, che 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt , and Terreſtrial, the Synods of the Church: 
But Romaniſts to ſhouſder up their pretended infallible judge, 
whom yet they cannot agree upon, throw intollerable indig- 
nities upon the Law of God, as hath been demonſtrated cap. 3. 
Thirdly , we bave an Altay and Sacrifices , an Altar not like their 
Altars of Demaſcus , but an Altar which ſanctifies our Oblati- 
ons , the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. And thus Aquinas himſelf ex- 

ounds that of the Apoſtle , Heb. 13. 10. we bave an ter. We 
— alſo a Sacrifice, r ot only Euchariſtick of prayers and prai- 
ſs, but alſo certainly Propitiatory , vis. of Chriſt on the 
Croſs. Fuurthly , our Sacraments are not bare ſigns, as Roma- 
niſts ander us, but exhibitive of Grace, which cannot be 
ty uly aid of all theirs. Fiſthly, Though the Worſhip of God 
with us be not clogged, as in the Romiſh Church, witha heap 
of Ceremonies, partly Heatheniſh. partly TJudaical, et we have 
Religious Ceremonies , vin, Sacramental Rites, and theſe alſo of 
Divine Inftitution. Sixthly, the Miſſion of our Preachers hath 
been ſuſtained agai ſt the cavils of Romanifts, bur a Divine 
Warrant cannot be ſhewed for the'r Popes Univerſal Vicarſhip, 
or the Privcely Dignity of their Cardinals Seventhly , Our 
Doctrine it infollible , and the ground of our Faith ſure , unlefs 
Romaniſts, like Infrdels, will queſtion the Infallibility of the 
Scripture. 
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Scripture. Eighthly , Though we pretend not to a Pharifaice! 
ection with Romaniſts, yet we — the Ci 

of God, ſo far as is abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation , through Grace, 
may be kept. Ninthly, Eternal Life being à reward of Grace, 
not of t, does not preſuppoſe any proper Merit of ours; but Ro- 
maniſts, by their Doctrine of Merit, make Heaven Venial, and 
derogate from the ſufficiency of the ſole Merits of Chriſt. 
Tenchly , Reprobation being an eternal and immanent Act of 
God, and conſequently God himſelf. cannot properly be de- 
merited , but there is no damnation without the previous de- 
merit of ſin, yea, alſo the Eternal Decree of Reprobation, in 
the judgment of the Council of Dont, preſuppoſes the Pre- 
ſcience of Mans Fall. Eleventhly, though lapſed man, without Re- 
enerating Grace, cannot do thet which is ſpiritually good , yet be may 
y fin, none of us do queſtion; but the Jeſuits Gernet, Oldcorn, 
&c.ated freely in their acceſſion to the Powder-Plort. Twelfth- 
ly, we pretend not to any new Apoſtles, nor is there neceſſity of new 
Miracles, our Doctrine having been fully confirmed by the Mi- 
racles of Chriſt , and his Apoſtles. Thirteenthly , It's more 
than Romaniſts can prove, that particular Churches babe not Au- 
thority tor themſelves, when General Councils cannot be bad to 
underta work, Fourteenthly , we leave private Spirits , and 
new Lights, againſt old revealed Verities , to Quakers and pa- 
piſts. Fiſteenthly, Single mens Opinions again the common conſent 
of Fathers, bave more affinity with Feſuits Probables than Proteſtamti. 
To juſtifie their boldneſs in broaching new Opinions, Pozs the 
jeſuit, as cited in the Jeſuirs Morals, Part. 1. Cap. 1. Art. 1. pag, 
167. brings a Teſtimony from a Council of Con/tantinople , Bea- 
tus qui pr verbum inauditum ; as if the Council had id, bleſ- 
ſed is he that produces 'a word unheard of, or ſome new thing; 
whereas like a Jeſuit , he mutilates and perverts the words of 
the Council , which are, Beatus qui profert verbum in auditum obe- 
dientium , bleſſed is he who \utters 2 word to obedient cars. 
Sixteenthly, We are not «ſhamed to maintain, that the Apocrypbal 
Rooks are no part of the Old Teſtament , becauſe the Jewiſh Church 
did never receive them; being told, Rom. 3. 2, that to them were 
committed the Oracles of God. Seventeenthly , there have been 
ted ſaſt Paftors and Martyrs in the Proteſtant Churches, who have ſealed 
the Truth we profeſs with their blood. Our Doctrine, and the Sub- 
Rantials of Goyernment, being founded on Scriptural Autho- 


rity, 
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rity, muſt conſequently be unalterablg : whereas Nane chan- 

es, as to dogmaricals, Worſhip and Government from Ancient 
, are ſo many, that we may take up that regrate of her, 


The Author deſigned a peculiar Cap. in the cloſe of this 
Treatiſe , for his own vindication from the Criminations of the 
Pawpbleter , together with a plain Reparty to the Jeſuit Tribe. 
But finding that theſe Papers had ſwelled beyond his —_— 
tion, he hath at this time ſuperſeded much of that labour: 
and the rathgr, ſeeing theſe things touch not the Cauſe, and 
Jeſuits are known to be perſons of ſuch malignicy , that their 
Invectives find little credit with thofe that are ingenuous; yea, 
there be who reckon it an honour to be maligned by them. Ar- 
gumentum reti eſt diſplicere peſſhnis. Let therefore theſe few hints 
of the chiet of his Accuſations, at this time, ſuffice. 

And firſt ,” Who would not ſmile that I ſhould be aceuſed by 
this Pamphleter as 4 man of uncertain Religion ? eſpecially ſeeing 
himſelf acknowledges, pag. 24. that the Theſis maintained by 
me is, that the Religion of Proteſtants is the true Chriſtian 
Religion. If therefore che Religion of Proteſtants be known, 
mine cannot be uncertain : In that Faith was I Educated from 
my Infancy, and hitherto, chorough mercy , have continued, 
and therein I truſt ro-die. But who can be fure of a Jeſurrs Re- 
ligion ? whoſe Principle it is ro equivocate, and by the help of 
his Mental Reſervations to affirm and ſwear one thing, and to 
think another? What Sceptick and Infidel Glofſes , which 
would make Chriſtian ears to tingle, ſeſuits have put upon 
the Apoſtolick Creed? Alpb-nſuc de Varga relates de Stratagem. 
Feſuit cap. 18, 19. yea, ſo cuſtomary is it with them to change 
themſelves into all ſhapes: and as was roundly told them by 4 
Gentleman of the Long Robe in the Parliament of Fri, to 
have one Cogſcience in one rice, and auother in another, that 
the world paſſes this Character on them, Feſnite , hom. 

Muſt. not ſecondly , ſeſuits de men of rare confidence, who 
can accuſe me of Diffoyelty , ſor-Freaching « Se mon on ſuch a Text 
of Scripture , upwards of twenty years ago, nl wasa very 
young man, wherein | do ſincerely profeſs I Rad not a difloy+ 
al thought. Are not the ſeditious Lectures of J-ſuir Hay, ar.d 
Jeſuit Cawmolet known, who openly taught execrable Regi- 
cide, both in School and Pulpir ? 7 not the Treaſonable 
D 4d « Wwri- 
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writings of Mariana, Sugrez, Santerell, and of other Jeſuits, at. 
ſerting the lawfulneſs of depoſing and murthering of Kings, 
ſer forth permiſſu Superiorum ? Hath the world forgot the bar- 
barous Paracides ated: upon Henry the Third, and Henry the 
Fourth, two French Kings? or the Powder-Plot deſigned a- 
gainſt King James , and the two Houſes of the Engliſh Parlia- 
ment, and of the deep acceſſion of Jeſuits to all theſe? What 
Sticklers Jeſuits were in the late Commotions of Britain, D. Men- 
lin in his Anſwer to Philanex, from pag. 58. to 64. hath given an 
account. How doth an Accuſation of Diſloyalty ſavour out of 
theſe mens mouths ? May net here the words of the Satyriſt 
have place ? 
Quit tulerit Graccbos de ſeditione querentes ? 
Buis Celum terre non miſceat, & mare Cele ? 

Si fur diſpliceat Verri, bomicida Mileni, 

Clodius accuſet mechos, Cutilina Cetbegum. 

As for me, the Heart-ſearching God knows , I abominate 
whatever hath a tincture of Diſloyalty ;- and therefore to cut 
off ſuch Cavils , as I have aſſerted in this Tractate the Ancient 
Chriſtian Faith againſt Romiſh Novelty, ſo do I avouch before 
the world Primitive Chriſtian Loyalty. I do cordially ſubſcribe 
to that of Optat. lib. 3, contre Parmen. Super Imperatorem non eſt 
niſi ſolus Deus, qui fecit Imperatorem ; and to that of Tertull. Apel. 
cap. 30, Imperatores in ſolius Dei ſum poteflate , A quo ſunt ſecundi, 

quem promi , ante omnes, & ſuper omnes , & Peos & bomines. 
hatever is or hath been repugnant to this, I do for ever diſ- 
own. If notwithſtanding all this, Jeſuirs will renew the ſame 
Accuſations, they will do but like themſelves , reatting againſt 
me Cock/eus , Bolſecus , their game againſt Luther , Calvin, and 
Ben, charging them again and again with Cakimnies . the 
falhood —— , hath times without number been evicted; 
but this, I hope, will Grisfie perſons of diſcretion and in- 
genuity. 0 

When thirdly, the Pamphleter did accuſe me of Diſciplinary 
Vacillations , he would perhaps have been more ſober ,.had he 
reflected on the atrocious Vacillation of Pope Liberiw , who 
profeſſed the Orghodox Faith the one day, and ſubſcribed the 
Acrian Confeſſion, and the damnation of Atbanaſius the other 4 
or of Pope Marcellimu, who profeſſed Chriſtianity to diy, and 
facrificed to Idols to morrow ; or of Claudius Aquavivs, Oc ne- 
ral of the Jeſuits, who firſt did approve Mariana s ow > © 
able 


able Book, and then, for fear of the French King, condemned 
it. Nor know I what Apology can be made for any of theſe, 
unleſs it be aid, Mutarwnt linguem,nen mentem, that they changed 
their Tongue, but not their Mind; which leaves no leſs ſtain 
upon their ingenuity , than the change of their mind would 
have done upon their Intellectuals. Here I muſt advertiſe the 
Pamphleter , that he and his Fellows diſcover either ignorance 
or malice, when they upbraid Proteſtants with their Diſcipli- 
nary differences , as if they made different Religions. If theſe 
of the Epiſcopal perſwaſion reſolved their Faith on the Bi- 
ſhops Authority, as jeſuits do on the Popes ; or if Presbyteri- 
ans reſolved their Faith on the Authority of the Claſſis , as the 
French and Venetian Papiſts do on the General Council, they 
would indeed make different Religions, as Papiſts certainly 
have different Religions , notwithſtanding their vain preten- 
ces of Infallibility and Unity: But the Faith cf all Proteſtants, 
under theſe various denominations, is reſolved upon the Au- 
thority of God ſpeaking in the Scriptures 3; and beſides , they 
do agree in Dogmaticals , and ſo cannot make different Reli- 
gions. Theartily wiſh there were more Pacificatories written, 
and more pains taken for accommodating our Diſciplinary 
Controverſies ; that all ſound Proteſtants —_ unanimouſly 
concur againſt Jeſuits, and the common Adverſaries of the 
truly Catholick Faith. I deteſt Schiſms , however I be te- 
preached by Jeſuits , remembring that of Cyprian de Unit. Ec- 
cleſ. Qui pacem Chriſti & concordiam rumpit , adverſus Chriſſum fa- 
cit : quiſquis 4 matrice diſceſſerit , ſeerſiln vivere , & ſpirare non po- 
teſt, & ſublantiam Salutis amittit. And I would humbly obteſt 
all diſſident Brethren about theſe Diſciplinary Queſtions, (if I 
could with tears of blood) to conſider if the Lord be not 
ſignally calling us all to ſtudy the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 
Peace, Ah ! ſhall we by theſe our Rents open a door to the 
common Adverſary, who would ſwallow us all up? Were the 
Unity of the Catholick Church ſtudied, as it ought, it would 
not only allay the heat of our Diſciplinary Debates , but alſo 
pull down the ſupercilious Creſt of the Schiſmatical Court of 
Kome. 

I am fourthly charged as being of an unpeaceable nature : The 
knack of this Jeſt would be loſt, if my Accuſers were not the 
known Bonteſeu's and Incendiaries of theworld. Sincel wis 16 
years of Age, to this day, I have lived ina Collegiate life, as a 
Repent 
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Regent of Philoſophy, Miniſter and Proſeſſor of Divinity, and 
n cheſe capacities have had many Collegues, with whom I have 
lived very comfortably, This, together with che peaceable So- 
ciety which my Reverend Collegues at preſent, and I have to- 
gecher, may (ſufficiently canfuce the amphleters accuſation. [ 
contels there was once à piece of Debate betwixt a Reverend 
Perſon, now 5 , and me, concerning a Diſciplinary Queſti- 
on, wherein perhaps both of us did bewray ſomewhat of hu- 
mane infirmity ; but if therefore either of us ſhould be conclu- 
ded contentious, hardly could Hierom, Auſtin, Ruffin, Chryſoflom, 
Epiphanins, yea, Paul and Baru abus, eſcape the like character. le- 
ver had an high reſpect for that Reverend and Worthy Perſon, 
and do honuur his memory; as for other eminent Gifts and 
Graces,ſo in ſpecial for his taichfulne(s,and —— Romiſh 
Ldolaty , and I hope, e're long, to live in Eternal Concord and 
Bliſs with him. [ judge it indeed duty to contend cum vitiae, 
againſt errour and ungodlineſs, againſt Popery , Quakeriſm, 
Prophaneſs, and Atheiſm : Vet I have ſuch affect ion to perſons 
ſmitten with cheſe diſcaſes, that even for this — jeſuit I 
can pray, that his ſpice againſt the Truth, and againſt me for 
the Truths ſake, may not be laid to his charge. 

{ would treſpaſs too much on the Readers patience, ſhould [ 
inſiſt to reſume the reſt of his Judibrious Raillery. Perhaps to 
compenſe the ſoftneſs of his Arguments, he hath deſigned to 
ſtone me with reproaches ; but he would remember that Gra- 
tian Cauſ 5. g. 1. from the Council of Eliberis Cau. 5 2. thunder 
out an Anathema upon Paſquillers: Aud a greater than theſe, 
the Royal Prophet, Pſal.3 1. 15. Let hing lips be put to ſilence, wbich 
ſprakgrievwaws things proudly and preſumpenouſly ag einſt tbe righteous. 

To conclude, the Reader may know, that the reaſon why this 
Reply was fo flow in coming abroad , was not that it was not 
ſoo er ready, as could be atteſted by divers credible perſons, 
who did peruſe it ſhortly after the publiſhing of the Popifh 
pamphlet; but becauſe the Author was little concerned whe- 
th-r it ſhould be committed to the Preſs at all, in regard his 
Alverſaries Book contained nothing which had not been con- 
fuited with an Antidate, ſave only the Perſonal Invectives, the 
chief ſignificancy whereof was to demonſtrate the fpleeniſh hu- 
mour of Jeſuits, Bur fince Providence is bringing theſe Papers 
to publick view, the God of Truth make them ſubſervient for 
the good of his Church. Amen. 
FINIS. 
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been wiſhtd, mau errors — erept into the work; ſome of which ds 
greatly the ſenſe, yea ſometimes do deſiroy ii. My it therefore 
pleaſe rhe ſtrious Reader, when any thing recurrs which ſeem! i neon - 
gravy, to turm bver to the Errita, where readily be may find that 
e, which in the * intricate, or perhaps abſurd. 
L fer daftance p. 318. l. 2. juſtly ſeem ſtrange, that the 
her Saint is prefixed ] Ambroſe Catharinus « moderne Roma» 
nit, 4 3f be bad been the ancient, &. Ambroſc. B. of Millan 
whetens by looking on the Errata, where. S. is appointed to be ex- 
Punzen, tht Renu may unuuert aud th tr the Evithet S Aut war not in 
ihe HAIbdts Copy- -+ By the amt, diverſe other mil als of the 
impreſſion _ be cleared, eſpecially ſceing it is hoped, that theſe which 
are not ſet down may eafily be 1bjerved by the judicious Reader. It 
is likewiſe granted, that many treſpaſſts are committed in the puntis» 
tion, but thee was neecſſity to leave theſe to the Correllion of the in- 
zelligent Reader. Where the Printer ſouud in the Coppy this i gure. 
$ he ordinarily bath printed Sell. and ſo bath ſometimes put twice Sell. 
in one place. Some of thoſe eſe pe: are noted amongſt the Er- 
rats, that by them the Reader might eaſily paſi judgment on the reſt. 
And if be wagld be at pains to correti the erronrs with bis pen, be 


w oblige the Aue and eaſe thoſe trouble, who 2 
ſhould make uſe of bis bot, If tither Jeſvit , or ther Reader l 
pate any of theſe, or ſuch like eſcapes unt the Autor, be will diſte- 


ver more prejudice againſt the cauſe, or perſon of the Author, than 
ei ther judgment or diſcretion. However the Errata is jb) ynea for 


the ye — lovers of truth. 
ii be noted, that whereas cap. 3+ Sect. 3. pagt 94. Lyranus, 
Paulus Burgenſis, Valla niere. joyned with Etaſmus, Pagnin, 
Arias Montanus &c. the meaning is not, that the firſt Fur Authors 
had tranſlated entire books of Scripture, as the latter had done, but 
that thoſe alſo in their Expoſutions of Scripture , did /i equent iy recede 
from the Vaulgar Latin, aud correfted it. 

Likwiſe, where as it it ſaid cap» 3. Sect. 3. pag 95. that Roma- 
niſts can only object agaiaſt our tranſlitivns ot Scripture lome 
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raſh expteſſions of private men, who can pretend to no authority, 
that is to be under ford of Caſtalio, Broughton, Carolus Molinzus, 
and others of that quality cited bytbe Pampbleter. But there a touch + 
ſhowld have been given how the P ampheter bad abuſed an expreſſion 
of King Fames in the conference at Hampton Court, viz- that the 
Geneva tranſlation is the worſt of all Engliſh tranſlations. This ex- 
preſſion of the King the P ampbletcr abuſes to impugne the Scriptures , 
being the rule of Faith, which bis Majeſty never intended, nor was his 
meaning that the Geneva tranſlation compoſed, Anno. 1560. By 
the Engliſh Exiles, who fled thither in the Reign of Queen Mary, 
or that the other Engliſh tranſlations, the faillours whereof were 
likewiſe briefly binted at by the King, did ut contain all things 
neceſſary to Salvation. Tea the particular treſpaſes noted by bis Ma- 
jeſty in the Geneva bible wert in the Marginal annotations , not 
in the trayſlation it ſelf. The real deſign of the King was to bold forth , 
that no Engliſh tranſlation then ext ant had arrived at the perfetiion, 
which were not only to be wiſhed, but alſo by more induſtry might be 
attained, yhereupon bis Majeſty gave ſpecial order to compoſe the Eu- 
lib tranſlition, which we now by the mercy of God do enjoy. It 
were good that Romaniſt bid as much ingenuity to acknowledze the 
errors of their vulgar Rtin, ar laſtly correfiedby Clement the cigbt, 4 
ſpecimen whereef bath been exhibited by F ranciſus Lucas grugen- 
11s. 
If any be not ſatisfied with the touch given of the Keri and Che- 
| tib, pig- 102. 103+ they are remitted to Sixtinus Amama bis diſſe rta · 
| tioꝝ de Keri& Chetib in coronide ad Grammaticam Martinio Buxe 
* <Ccorhanain. where though that learned Author ſeem to make large con- 
ceſſious concerning the Keri and Chetib, and the various lefli- 
ont, yet neither do they overthrow the dolirine of the reformed Church 
concerning Scriptures being the rule of faith, as Amama bimſelf in 
the Anſwer of ſome objeflions endeavours to clear. 

It is alſ} to be ned that whereas in page 472 · Clements Epiſt.2. 
is pronounce ſpurious. The Authors defigne was not to cenſure Cle» 
ments firitEpiltle to the Cotinthians lately pu bliſhed by Mr. Patrick 
Young, which Rivet Crit. fac. lib. 1. cap, 8. Commends ar ſavour- 
ing of primitive fimplicity, anudHottinger iu Eleacho librorum ſuppo- 
fititiorum ſaith, de ca Noſtri nihil durius pronunciarunt, for that is 
not the Epiſile cited by the Famphleter, but another paſſing under the 
nameof Clements firſt Epiſtle to S Jamcs, which is juſtly concluded 
ſpurious- And albeit the Epiſtle were genuine, yet the teſtimony addu- 
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ced from it, is impertinent , ſeting it ſpeaks not of the Popes ſupre- 
macy bat Er, that which was common to S. Peter with the reſt of 
the Apoſtler, namely, that be wat called Fundamentum Eccleſiæ, 
which is alſo attributed to the rel, Eph. 2. 20. Rev. 21+ 14. 
and partly of bis perſonal prerogatives aud indowments, in regard 
whereof be is ſaid to be potentior omnium which migbs well conſiſt 
with equality of juriſdition, 
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